July 20, tot2. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [(Vol. 56.] 681 








. 
- 





— 


” Frere, John W. C., Esq. 





LEGAL & GENERAL 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1856, 


_-_— 





THE 


PERFECTED SYSTEM 
OF 


LIFE 
ASSURANCE. 











Total Funds 
Income, 1911 


£8,250,000. 
£1,101,000. 


TRUSTEES. 
THE EARL OF HALSBURY. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice DEANE. 
RomMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. 
CHAS. P. JOHNSON, Esq., J.P. 
ROBERT YOUNGER, Esq., K.C. 
DIRECTORS. 
Deputy-Chairman, 
CHARLES P. JOHNSON, Esq., J.P. 
Grant-Meek, A., Esq., J.P. (Devizes). 
Haldane, Francis G., Esq., W.8. 
Masterman, Henry Chauncy, Esq. 
Pattisson, Walter B., Esq, 
Rawle, Thomas, Esq. 
Rider, Jno, E. W., Esq. 
Saltwell, Wm. Henry, Esq. 
Tweedie, R. W., Esq. 
Younger, Robert, Esq., K.C. 


Chairman. 

ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. 
Buckmaster, 8. O., Esq., K.C., M.P. 
Chadwyck-Healey, Sir Charles E. H. 

K.C.B., K.C. 

Chahuell, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Deane, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Farrer, Henry L., Esq. 

Finch, Arthur J., Esq., J.P. 
Follett, John 8., Esq., J.P. 





BONUS RECORD. 


36/- % per annum, compound. 
38/- % ” 9? 
38/- % ” 
38/- % ” 
38/- % ” 


1891 
1896 
1901 
1906 
1911 





WHOLE LIFE ASSURANCE AT MINIMUM COST UNDER 
THE SOCIETY’S PERFECTED MAXIMUM TABLE. 





ALL CLASSES OF LIFE ASSURANCE AND 
ANNUITIES GRANTED. 





Policies are granted at specially low rates 
for Non-Profit Assurances, and these are 
particularly advantageous for the purpose 
of providing Death Duties and portions 
for younger children. 


ESTATE 
DUTIES. 


LOANS. 


These are granted in large or small 
amounts on Reversionary Interests of all 
kinds and other approved Securities, and 
transactions will be completed with a 
minimum of delay. 





Heap Orrice: 10, FLEET ST., LONDON,E.C. 


The Solicitors’ Journal 


and Weekly Reporter. 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1857.) 
LONDON, JULY 20, torz2, 

*.* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL. 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the name 
of the writer, 





GENERAL HEADINGS. 


GB1 | LEGAL NBWS....cccccccccccscectcccccs 691 
.... 684] COURT PAPERS ° 

.... 685] WINDING-UP NOTIORS . 

ED 56.5060508600066u 00009» Senet 690 | CREDITORS’ NOTICES 

THE RIGHT OF REBELLION 690 |} BANKRUPTCY NOTIOES 


CURRENT Topics 
APPORTIONMENT OF RENT... 





Charles Hoare & Co. v. The Hove Bungalows (Lim.) 

Employment of Ministers of the Unitea Methodist Church, 
Re. Re Employment of Ministers (Under Probation) of 
the Wesleyan Methodist Church 687 

Lloyds Bank (Lim.) v. Swiss Bankverein. Union of 
London and Smiths Bank (Lim.) v. Swiss Bankverein ... 

Loraine v. Loraine and Murphy 

Pearce, Re. Eastwood v. Pearce 

Taunton and West of England Perpetual Benefit Building 
Society and Roberts’ Contract, Re. Re The Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 





Current Topics. 


The Right of Rebellion. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the letter on the Right of Rebellion, 
which Sir FREDERICK PoLLocK recently wrote to the Times. 
With the political question which has given rise to the subject 
we are not concerned. The subject itself is fortunately 
academical, and doubtless will remain so. But the position of 
the writer gives interest and weight to the letter. 


The Late Vice-Chancellor Leigh Clare. 


WE REGRET to record the death on the 16th inst., at the age 
of seventy-one, of Mr. O. L. LeigH Ciarg, the Vice-Chancellor 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster. Mr. Leia CLARE attained, 
while at the bar, a reputation for sound learning and forceful 
advocacy, and his appointment to the Vice-Chancellorship in 1905 
was a fitting recognition of his abilities, He sat in Parliament 
as a Conservative for the Eccles Division of Lancashire from 
1895 to 1906, thus combining for a short period his seat in 
Parliament with the apparently inconsistent position of a judge. 


The National Insurance Act. 

THe NATIONAL INSURANCE ACT will have, it seems, a curious 
effect upon county court orders against debtors. In certain cases 
before Judge MULLIGAN this week the learned judge has found 
it necessary to take into account the weekly payments for 
insurance now to be provided by judgment debtors in common 
with other people, and has reduced accordingly the amounts pay- 
able to the judgment creditors. As regards the particular creditors 
the result may be inconvenient. But on a wider view it may be 
hoped that the benefit of insurance will increase the means of 
debtors generally. 


The Judicial Committee. 

THE Times, in a leading article of the 11th inst., foreshadowed, 
we know not with what authority, the early remodelling of 
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, and suggested 
that the present Lord Chancellor is specially qualified for the 
task. As to the order in which Lord HALDANE will take 
up the business left to him by his predecessor no hint has, we 
believe, been given. Of matters affecting judicial reform, the 
attempt made by Lord LorEBURN to extend the usefulness of 
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present time doubtless affords an excellent opportunity for 
placing the Judicial Committee in a position of greater useful- 
ness and authority. Hitherto the necessities of its constitution 
have made it sacrifice both. As a Committee of the Privy 
Council its procedure has lacked the dignity of a court of 
law, and its judgments, through the tongues of its members 
being tied, have been deficient in authority. Occasionally an 
interesting judgment is delivered, such as that in Perry v. 
Clissold (1907, A. C. 73), but anyone who reads dissentient 
judgments in the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords 
realizes how unsatisfactory must be a judgment in which 
the dissent has been carefully eliminated. Take, for in- 
stance, the recent case of Manks v. Whiteley (1912, 1 Ch. 735). 
The judgments of the majority have, of course, settled for the 
time tke law, but they would have been very uninstructive 
without the dissentient judgment of Moutton, L.J. This is 
merely an example. A compromise judgment can never command 
respect. How far the Judicial Committee should be amalgamated 
with the House of Lords, and how far special representation should 
be secured on it for the hearing of appeals touching non-British 
systems of law, are further problems which will require to be 
dealt witb. 


Questions of Fact. 

Sir JAMEs Burrow, in the amusing preface to the first volume 
of his reports, stated that he had omitted all cases where the 
question turned on facts and evidence only. The reports of the 
King’s Bench Division cannot claim to have followed the example 
of one whose experience was in the days of George the Second. 
Books on Negligence and the Workmen’s Compensation Act go 
on increasing in bulk, and are mainly prepared from cases which 
are nothing more than questions of fact. Some of these questions 
seem better adapted for the consideration of an umpire whose 
duty it is to consider whether the rules of a game have been duly 
observed. Ina recent case before the Court of Appeal, in which 
three separate judgments were delivered, the point in controversy 
was whether the plaiotiff had observed reasonable precautions in 
the use of a “ball slide” at a place of public entertainment. 
Judges occasionally protest that these cases are of no value as 
precedents, but there is apparently no diminution in the frequency 
with which they are cited, nor, we may add, in the frequency 
with which they are referred to by the members of the court. 


The Lawyer as Citizen. 

THE AMERICAN magazine, Case and Comment, in its current 
number, expounds, in an interesting series of articles contributed 
by various authors, the duty of the lawyer as citizen. Chief 
Justice CARTER, of the Supreme Court of Illinois, commences the 
series with sume observations on the influential position which 
lawyers hold in a free community. ‘The courts, he says, are 
established to reconcile all men to the authority of the law as 
the legitimate arbiter of every controversy, and their success in 
this task depends on the lawyers who assist in the administration 
of justice. He points out, however, that in the progress of the 
United States, lawyers have lost something of the position 
which, for want of any other governing class, they originally held, 
and have become rather partners in business enterprises than 
leaders in politics; that they have, in fact, come to represent 
—_ interests—such as the great corporations—rather than 
the interests of the public. Primarily, of course, the Jaw is a 
means of earning a living, and it is the wealthy business interests 
which furnish the lawyer with his most profitable clients. 
Still, Chief Justice CARTER reminds the profession that the lawyer 
is less dependent on public opinion than other men, and he can, 
therefore, more readily take up an independent line. Mr. 
Justice O. W. Hoimes, of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, contributes an article to the series, but it is a remi- 
niscence of his own part in the Civil War, and something more 
relevant and useful might have been expected from his pen. 


Trusts and the Lawyers. 

IN OTHER articles of the series the conflict between the trusts 
and the people looms large, and the writers feel that the lawyers, 
to whose devices the trusts are due, must take a leading 


mercial enterprise and sagacity, have only been rendered 
possible by the co-operation of lawyers. It is the lawyers, 
says Mr. H. J. FeurMan, of the Chicago Bar, who have given 
form to the combination of interests which have produced the 
Carnegie and the Rockefeller millions, and he specifies some of 
those who have been prominent in this respect. And he properiy 
argues that the lawyers, who have brought the trusts into existence, 
cannot be expected to abandon them at the popular bidding. 
Combination for the ends of government is a political necessity ; 
there is the same necessity for combination in the industrial 
world. The duty of the lawyer is discharged if he declines to 
be a party to schemes which aim at illegal profit, and if he seeks 
so to mould the law that schemes for oppressive and improper 
profit shall be illegal. ‘ No lawyer worthy the name will sanc- 
tion Wall-street methods”; and Mr. FEHRMAN means by this 
phrase methods which concentrate wealth in a few hands and 
strangle the independent producer. But though, perhaps in 
America, “ Wall-street methods” may stand for the baser side 
of combination, Mr. FeurMAN and his fellow-writers do little 
more than state the problem which has to be faced. Trusts and 
the people will have to be reconciled ; but the solution of the 
problem is still in the future, though lawyers may do much to 
facilitate it. 





Re-Settlement on Divorce. 


By sEcTION 5 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1859, power 
is given to the Divorce Court, on pronouncing a decree for 
dissolution of marriage, to vary any settlement made on the 
marriage of the parties ; and where property has been settled on 
the wile, subject to restraint on anticipation, this power can be 
exercised notwithstanding that she has re-married and that the 
restraint has thereby again become operative, provided that the 
petition for a settlement has been filed, so as to constitute a lis 
pendens, before the re-marriage : Constandini v. Constandini (1904, 
P. 306); Churchward v. Churchward (1910, P. 195). In Loraine 
v. Jovaine (ante, p. 275), Evans, P., extended this to a case 
where the restraint on alienation had been imposed, not by the 
settlement which it was sought to vary, but by a will under 
which the wife claimed. It has now been held, however, by the 
Court of Appeal (reported elsewhere) that the jurisdiction to 
disregard the restraint is confined to cases where the restraint is 
imposed by the settlement, and the decision of Evans, P., has 
been reversed. This is in accordance with the reasoning of the 
judgment of Kay, L.J., in Midwinter v. Midwinter (1892, P., p. 
39), which assumed that the restraint would necessarily attach on 
a subsequent marriage. 


User of Premises for Immoral Purposes. 


It 1s proposed, by clause 3 of the Criminal Law Amendment 
(White Stave Traffic) Bill, to enact that, upon the conviction of 
the tenant of knowingly permitting premises to be used for the 
purposes of habitual prostitution, the lessor shall be entitled to 
determine the lease or contract of tenancy, but without prejudice 
to the then accrued rights of any party to such lease or contract ; 
and if the lessor does not so determine the lease or other contract, 
and subsequently, during its subsistence, any such offence is again 
committed, the offence shall be deemed to have been committed 
with his knowledge. ‘This means that, by virtue of clause 1, he 
will be brought within section 13 of the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1885, and will be liable to the punishments imposed 
by that section : on a first offence, £20, or three months’ imprison- 
ment; on a second offence £40, or four months. Thus, the lessor 
will be bound to forfeit the lease. In the Standing Committee 
of the House of Commons on Monday this clause was carried, 
with an amendment giving the lessor the right to a a 
order for possession; but some opposition was raised to the 
principle of the clause. It was, however, pointed out that the 
right to re-enter upon the use of premises in such a manner 18 
not unusual in leases, and the Bill only proposes to make universal 
a provision which landlords are in the habit of inserting in order 
to maintain the character of their estates. As the recent case of 
Upfill v. Wright (1911, 1 K. B. 506) shews, the law declines to 
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the premises is immoral, and the Bill appears to do no more 
than carry out the policy of the existing law. The Bill has 
now passed through the Committee. 


The Doctrine of “ Respondeat superior.” 

IN THE recent case of Houghton v. Pilkington (28 T. L. R. 
492) an ingenious but ineffectual attempt was made to induce a 
Divisional Court to extend into a new rezion the time-honoured 
doctrine of Respondeat superior. The defendant employed a man 
to drive a milk-float, and a boy to deliver the milk from the float 
to each customer's house. During the milk round the boy fell off 
the float and was rendered unconscious ; the plaintiff witnessed 
the accident, and was invited by the milkman to assist him in 
taking the boy home; while she was getting into the 
float it started off as the result of the milkman’s neg- 
ligence, and she sustained injuries by falling out. The 
plaintiff sued the defendant in the county court for damage 
on account of his servant's negligence, and in order to succeed 
she had to establish that the milkman was acting in the 
course of his duty when he invited her to enter the float. It 
seems a little difficult to discover an implied authority upon the 
part of the milkman to invite the plaintiff's assistance in taking 
the boy home ; but the county court judge boldly got rid of this 
difficulty by laying down the broad principle that, in an 
emergency such as this, the servant had a general authority 
implied by law to get assistance for a fellow-servant; it was 
really his duty to his master to do so in his master’s interest. 
There is much to be said for this view on the ground of 
strict logic, but it is in conflict with a perfectly clear 
authority to the contrary. In Cox v. Midland Railway Co. (3 Ex. 
268), after a railway accident a servant of the company 
called in a surgeon to attend the injured, and it was held that the 
surgeon could not recover his fees. There the surgeon’s action 
sounded in contract, whereas in the present case it sounds in 
tort; but it is scarcely arguable that the servant could impose 
on his master a higher liability in tort than he could in contract. 
And the railway case is an @ fortiori case, for a carrier’s duty to 
provide for the safety of his passengers is stronger than a master’s 
duty in respect of his servant. This reasoning led the Divisional 
Court to allow the appeal. 


Collateral Negligence. 

THE PHRASE “ collateral negligence ” is open to the charge of 
vagueness and inexactitude, but it has been used in a series of 
cases to distinguish the negligence of an agent, for which his 
principal is liable in damages at the suit of the injured party, 
from the negligence of a mere sub-contractor for which the 
head-contractor is not liable. The distinction is aptly illustrated 
by a case which only the other day came before a Court of Appeal 
which had requisitioned the assistance of PARKER, J., as 
third judge: Padbury v. Holliday & Greenwood (Limited) and 
Another (28 T. L. R. 494). The defendant company were 
employed to erect certain premises, and were empowered by the 
building contract to employ a sub-contractor to put in casement 
windows. While engaged in this work one of the eub-contrac- 
tor’s servants negligently allowed a tool to fall so as to injure 
a passer-by; for this tort, of course, both bis master and 
himself were in law liable; but the question which gave 
trouble was whether or not the defendants, as _head- 
contractors, were also liable. It is now well-settled law that 
& contractor is not liable for the negligence of his sub-contractor 
uniess he delegates to the latter something which he himself is 
under a duty (contractual, common law, or statutory) to perform : 
Quarman v. Burnett (6 M. & W. 499); Dalton v. Angus (6 App. 
Cas. 740, at p. 829). It was contended that a person under- 
taking a piece of dangerous work near a highway could not 
escape his duty to ensure the safety of passers-by, merely 
because he had delegated one part of the whole dangerous 
work to the actual tort-feasor ; but the Court of Appeal refused 
to accept this view. They held that head-contractor and sub- 
contractor were here really co-contractors, the former being 
merely the building owner’s agent to select the latter, and that 
consequently each was only liable for the negligence of his own 
servants in bis own part of the work, and not for the collateral 
negligence of his fellow contractor, 





Ministers and the National Insurance Act. 

AN INTERESTING legal principle of application in many corre- 
lated fields of law was the subject-matter of the first case under 
the National Insurance Act, 1911. The Insurance Commissioners 
found themselves faced with the necessity of deciding whether 
or not certain ministers of religion who receive a less salary than 
£160 per annum, and therefore are not primé facie disqualified 
from receiving the benefit of that statute, do in fact come within 
its terms as insurable persons. It seems that the United 
Methodist Church and the Wesleyan Methodist Church have 
similar systems under which the Conference which rules each 
church as a whole is empowered by its foundation deed-poll to 
appoint or suspend ministers and probationers; the latter 
are paid, not by the Conference, but each by the Circuit to 
which he is attached. In the Wesleyan Church, it appears 
that sometimes the minister is paid by an independent 
body of persons, distinct from the ruling body of his 
circuit. Now under the Insurance Act, Part I. of which 
deals with National Health Insurance, the persons insur- 
able, for the purposes of that part of the Act, are defined 
by section 1 (2) as including all persons engaged in certain 
employments set out in schedule I, part I. The material words 
of clause (a) in that schedule, which govern the point, are as 
follows :—‘‘ Employment in the United Kingdom under any 
contract of service or apprenticeship, written or oral, whether 
expressed or implied, and whether the employed person is paid 
by the employer or some other person os mre 
of the same schedule, certain occupations which otherwise would 
come within this definition are excepted, but none of these 
assists in the determination of the special point we are consider- 
ing. Put shortly, the point is whether or not ministers and 
probationers employed by either of the churches we have men- 
tioned, and receiving a less salary than £160 per annum, are 
employed under a contract of service so as to make the statute 
applicable to them; and, if so, who is their employer? On 
this point, in two separate cases, one relating to each church 
but both argued together, the Commissioners took the opinion 
of Mr. Justice Joyce (reported elsewhere) under a special 
power to do so conferred by section 66, sub-section | (ili) of 
the Act; and that learned judge tcok the view that in both cases 
there was no such “contract of service ” as is a condition prece- 
dent to the operation of the statute upon any employment or 
oc:upation. 

Contracts ‘‘Of’’ and ‘‘ For’’ Service. 

THE POINT is one which arises constantly in connection with 
the doctiine of “ Respondeat superior”; a master is liable for 
torts committed by his servant acting on his behalf, but not for 
torts committed by an independent contractor. It also has arisen 
from time to time in cases under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, where the definition of “ workman ” in section 13 like- 
wise contains the words “contract of service.” Again, under the 
Revenue Act, 1869, section 11, the word “servant” is employed 
in a somewhat similar sense, which gave rise to the often quoted 
difinition of Baron BRAMWELL in a case under that statute: “a 
servant is a person subject to the command of his master as to 
the manner in which he shall do his work”: Yewens v. Noakes 
(1880, 6 Q. B. D. at p. 532). In all these classes of cases the 
principle is the same, and in doubtful cases the problem for 
solution is now usually stated as being—is the person whose 
status is the subject in dispute engaged under a contract “ of” 
service or under a contract “for” service? In the former case his 
contract is that known under the Roman Jaw as Locatio operarum : 
he lets out his operae, or powers bodily and mental, to be used by 
an employer just as the latter employs any machine or instru- 
ment. In the latter case, his contract is Conductio operis: he 
undertakes to perform an opus or task in a satisfactory and 
skilful manner, but under the guidance of his own intelligence, 
not that of his employer. In the first case he is merely a 
“ servant,” in the second an independent “contractor”: Sadler 
v. Henlock (4 E. & B. 570). Extremely interesting judgments 
which elucidate this somewhat subtle, but nevertheless very 
real, distinction, were delivered by the present Master of the 
Rolls and Mouton, L.J., in a workman’s compensation case 
which is now regarded as one of the /oci classics on the point 
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(Simmons v. Heath Laundry Co., 1910, 1 K. B. 543), and in the 
cighth edition of Pollock’s Torts (at p. 79) the distinction is clearly 
explained. But in practice it is not easy to devise any exact 
test which can be satisfactorily applied in a borderline case ; and 
possibly Mr. Justice Joyce was as much influenced by tradition 
or convention as by logic in declining to regard a minister of 
religion as the mere servant of his church or any body of persons 
within it. 

Liability of the Owners of Ferocious Animals in 

France. 

THe FRENCH law with regard to the responsibility of owners 
of dangerous anima!s would appear to be governed by para- 
graph 1,385 of the Civil Code, which enacts that the owner of an 
animal or the person using it, while he is so using it, is respon- 
sible for any damage done by the animal, whether the animal 
was under his care or whether it was lost or bad escaped. This 
enactment is wide in its terms, but a recent case in the French 
courts shews that there is occasionally some uncertainty as to its 
application. In an action against Prince Paul Troabetskoi, it 
appeared that he had retained the plaintiff as head waiter at a 
dinner-party to which a large number of guests were invited. 
The plaintiff, after the dinner was over, was guiding the guests 
through the garden which was attached to the prince’s residence, 
when he was attacked by a wolf-dog and severely bitten in the 
leg. This injury caused him much pain and suffering and he 
was for come time in fear of an attack of hydrophobia. The 
case for the plaintiff, as might have been supposed, was that the 
animal ought to have been chained up or muzzled, and that it 
was of a notoriously fierce or mischievous species. The only 
evidence tendered by the prince’s advocate was that the animal 
was ordinarily of a mild disposition, but having been recently 
beaten by one of the servants, it had a grudge against anyone 
who wore their livery. The court, in their judgment, commented 
on the fact that the dog was a hybrid, and that such animals, 
when bred from wolves or dogs, are of a savage disposition, and 
by article 14 of the law of June 21, 1898, of the Rural Code, it 
is ordered that dangerous animals are to be kept chained up, so 
as to avoid the risk of accidents. They came, therefore, to the 
conclusion that there was a breach of duty on the part of the 
defendant in not securing the animal by a chain strong enough 
to resist its efforts to escape, and they awarded the plaintiff 
2,000 francs as damages. A similar result would probably have 
followed an action in the English courts. 


Suicide for the Benefit of Dependants. 

AT AN inquest on the body of an unfortunate man who 
recently died by his own hand, it appeared, from a letter which 
he had written to his wife, that his object in putting an end to 
his life was that she should benefit by an insurance on his life. 
How far such a design was consistent with probity and justice it 
is unnecessary to inquire, but the policy probably contained the 
usual proviso that in case the assured should die by his own 
hands the policy should be void ; and even without any express 
stipulation it has been held that the contract of life insurance 
contains an implied condition that the assured will not 
intentionally terminate his own life. The matter is, however, 
complicated by the fact that the jury returned a verdict of 
suicide during temporary insanity, and in the case of Horn v. 
Anglo-Australian Co, (30 L. J. Ch. 511), Woop, V.C., held that 
where there is no express provision in the policy that in the event 
of the assured dying by his own hand the policy shall become 
void, the policy is not vacated by the circumstance of his having 
died by his own hand while in a state of temporary insanity. 
There is, in the words of the Vice-Chancellor, no principle of 
public policy which interferes to prevent a person insuring 
against the consequences of bis insanity in whatever unhappy 
form it might develop itself, just as he might insure against any 
other calamity by which his life might be determined. 


The Custody of the Written Judgments of our 


were present during the argument of the case, are handed to the 
reporter for publication. The paper which is given to the 
reporter is often the only copy of the judgment in existence, and 
though there is no reason to doubt that all reasonable care is 
exercised in preserving it from loss or injury, we should not be 
surprised to hear that in some instances this care has been 
ineffectual. Some check on the inconvenience which would 
naturally arise from the loss of a learned and valuable judgment 
is afforded by the presence of shorthand writers, who takea note 
from the lips of the judges of judgments which the note-takers 
believe to be of more than ordinary interest. A lost judgment 
could, therefore, in many cases, be reconstructed. It must, how- 
ever, be remembered that the shorthand writers have no official 
duties, and are occasionally wholly unfamiliar with the law. A 
reference to the procedure of foreign courts informs us that in the 
United States, and in the more important nations of Europe, the 
judgments are printed before they are communicated to the 
public, an example which has been followed by the Scottish courts. 
[t is, indeed, remarkable, in days when the labours of the typist 
are generally utilized, that there should be such an absence of 
order and method in the preparation of documents which are 
to form a material part of the basis of our law. 





Apportionment of Rent. 


THERE are, as is well known, difficulties at common law in 
making apportionments of rent, whether in respect of time, or in 
respect of the demised premises, though as regards apportionment 
in respect of time the difficulty has been removed by statute. Since 
rent is only due at the stipulated time of payment, which is 
usually at the end of a quarter or other period, no division of 
the rent was allowed at common law: Clun’s Case (10 Co. Rep. 
127a). Hence, if the lease came to an end between two 
periods of payment—for instance, by the death of a lessor who 
was tenant for life without power of leasing~-the rent up to his 
death was not recoverable, and it was the same in equity: 
Jenner vy. Morgan (1 P. Wms. 392). But the remainderman 
could recover in use and occupation for the unexpired part 
of the period, and if the tenant in fact paid the entire rent, 
then the remainderman was bound in equity to account for an 
apportioned part to the executors of the tenant for life: 
Paget v. Gee (Amb. 198). But the Distress for Rent Act, 1737, 
s. 15, gave the executors a legal right to a proportion of the rent ; 
and under successive statutes, now extended and om gg by the 
Apportionment Act, 1870, rent became apportionable generally 
in respect of time. This does not accelerate the time of pay- 
ment as regards the tenant, but the entire rent is recovered by 
the landlord entitled at the time when it falls due, and he 
accounts to his predecessor in respect of the earlier broken 
period (Act of 1870, s. 4). Similarly, when the lessee’s liability 
is interrupted in the course of a quarter or other period, the 
rent is apportioned, and the part due for the time of occupation 
is recoverable at the end of the period: Swansea Bank v. Thomas 
(4 Ex. D. 94). But apportionment is not allowed in favour of a 
landlord where the tenant is wrongfully evicted, and he cannot 
recover the rent up to the time of eviction: Clapham v. Draper 
(C. & E. 484). ; 

The law as to apportionment of rent in respect of time, there- 
fore, offers at the present day little difficulty. In regard to 
apportionment of rent in respect of the demised premises, the 
common law was more inclined to make allowance for change of 
circumstances. The apportionment might become necessary 
either through a division or severance of the title to the 
reversion—that is, the title to receive the rent ; or of the obliga- 
tion to pay; where, for example, the lessee ceased to have 
possession, or failed to obtain possession of part of the premises. 
As regards severance of the reversion, this carried an apportion- 
ment of the rent, whether the severance took place by the act of 
the parties or the act of law. Apportionment was allowed more 





Courts, 


It Is matter of common knowledge that the more important | Co. Lit. 148a). 


readily in the case of rent service than rent charge (Litt. s. 222 ; 
And now, on a severance of the reversion, the 


judgments of the superior courts in England are committed to| rent is attached to the severed parts by statute (Conveyancing 
writing, and, after they have been approved by the judges who | Act, 1881, s. 10). And, in general, rent is also apportionable 
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when the lessee ceases to hold part of the lands; where, for 


isevicted from part by title paramount : Walker's case (3 Co. Rep., 
p- 22b) ; Hartley v. Maddocks (1899, 2 Ch. 199). But the landlord 
cannot claim apportionment where he himself unlawfully evicts the 
tenant from part of the premises, and, so long asthe eviction con- 
tinues, he can recover no part of the rent: Morrison v. Chadwick 
(10. B. 266) ; Upton v. Townend (17 C. B. 30). 

A similar result follows when the lessor is unable to put the 
tenant in possession of part of the demised premises. It is laid 
down in Holgate v. Kay (1 C. & K. 341) as “perfectly clear, 
that if you cannot give full possession of the thing demised, you 
cannot sue in covenant for the rent.” This statement of the 
law, made at nisi prius by Rove, B., in 1844, is always regarded 
as sound, A question, however, may be raised as to what is “ full 
possession.” In Holgate v. Kay the lessee never did obtain any 
possession at all of a certain part of the demised premises, nor 
did he receive any benefit in respect of that part. It was, 
therefore, held, in an action on the covenant to pay rent in a 
lease under seal, that no part of the rent could be recovered. 

But supposing a certain part of the demised premises to be in 
the actual possession of an under-tenant, so that the lessee under 
the demise on which the action for rent is brought gets legal 
possession in the sense that he gets the reversion expectant on 
the determination of the under tenant’s interest, can the 
lessor then sue on his covenant? The question is not free from 
difficulty, and there seems to be no English case precisely in 
point. There is an Irish case in favour of the view that the 
“full possession ” mentioned in Holgate v. Kay may be satisfied 
by the lessee having the reversion on the under-tenancy : see 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners v. O'Connor (9 Ir. C. L. R. 242), 
decided in 1858 by the Irish Court of Queen’s Bench. In that 
case the lease was for three lives and a concurrent term of 999 
years. Part of the demised premises were in the possession of 
atenant from year to year. An action for rent was brought on 
the covenant in the lease, and one defence was that the lessor 
had already demised part of the premises to a tenant who was 
then in possession. It was held on demurrer that this defence 
was no answer to the plaintiff's claim for the entire rent, since 
the demise, being under seal, operated as a lease of the rever- 
sion, with the rent incident thereto, of that part of the land of 
which the lessors had not possession, and so conveyed to the 
defendant the whole interest in respect of which the entire rent 
was reserved. If, however, the lease had not been under seal, 
then it would not have carried the reversion ; the lessee would 
have bad no claim to the rent payable by the previous tenant of 
part of the land ; and the claim for payment of the rent as 
such, and for the recovery of any part of it by distress, would 
have failed ; though the lessee would be liable in use and 
occupation in respect of the land of which he actually obtained 
possession : Neule v. Mackenzie (1 M. & W. 747). 

In a recent Australian case the court of three judges were 
divided on the question whether the broad principle of Holgate 
v, Kay should be followed, or whether Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
y. O'Connor should, under the circumstances, be treated as the 
governing authority: see Hughes v. Mockbell (9 State Reports 
(N.S.W.) 343). HereJthe lease, though for three years only, 
was under seal, and the under-tenants, whose possession caused 
the difficulty, were weekly tenants. It was held by the majority 
of the court that the lessor could not recover under the covenant 
to pay the rent, since the lessee had not had “full possession ” 
within the meaning of the ruling in Holgate v. Kay. The dis- 
senting judge thought that Evclesiastical Cummissioners v. O'Connor 
should be followed, and that the lessor was entitled to recover 
the entire rent. He quoted, asapplicable, the following passage 
from the judgment in the Irish case: “‘ Where a person has only 
& reversion expectant on a le:se with a rent incident thereto, 
he may make a lease by deed of that reversion for any 
term and reserve a rent thereout; he may deal with it as 
ifit were an interest in pussession, and he cannot be said not to 
have a title to such rent.” This dissenting judgment was in 
accordance with the distinction between leases under seal which 
pass a reversion and leases by parol which do not, and appears 
to be correct ; though it may be admitted that the result proves 


instance, he surrenders-part (Smith v. Mulings, Cro. Jac. 150), or | 
he would not be bound to accept a lease of the whole or any 
| part if he found vhat a subsisting tenancy would exclude him 
| from occupation of part. 


inconvenient if the lessee has relied on having occupation of the 


whole premises ; and under an executory agreement for a lease, 








Reviews. 
Compensation Cases. 


Digest oF WorKMEN’s CoMPENSArION Cases, 1897-1909. By 
Frank Brvertey, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Srconp 
Epition. Stevens & Sons. 


The title of this little digest is somewhat misleading, since, in tact 
it includes all relevant reported cases decided in the Superior Courts 
of England, Scotland and Ireland during the years 1910 and 1911, as 
well as those for 1897-1909. The explanation appears to be that a 
first edition of this book was published in 1910, and the author has 
preferred to keep the exact title, although now inapplicable by the 
inclusion of 200 later cases, In addition to a note of no less than 
851 reported decisions, the volume contains the text of the Act of 
1906, the amending Act of 1909 (which gave statutory effect to the 
Anglo-French Convention of that year, conferring reciprocal rights 
as regards compensation for accidents on the subjects of each country 
when employed by subjects of the other contracting State), and 
various Orders in Council which have been promulgated in pursuance 
of the first-named statute. There is a wach index of some thirty 
pages, in which we find such titles as “ Airship,” “ Angina pectoris,” 
“ Beat Hand and Beat Knee,” “Concurrent Contracts of Service,” 
“Election of Remedy,” “Gangway,” “Grade of Employment,” 
“Tndemnity,” “Practical Joke,” ‘“ Malingering,” “ Neurasthenia,” 
“ Muscular Strain,” “ Proximate Cause of Accident,” and “Sewer- 
Gas”; to the practitioner who has followed the decisions in this 
branch of law, each of these headings will recall a well-known case. 
There is also a useful list of reports, which will assist the practitioner 
who claims no special familiarity with the names of the Scottish and 
Irish Reports. 





National Insurance. 


Tue Law or Nationa Insurance, with Inrropuction and 
Notes. By Epmonp Browne, Barrister-at-Law, and H., 
Kincstey Woop, Solicitor of the Supreme Court. SECOND 
Epition. Sweet & Maxwell! (Limited). 

We are still at the beginning of national insurance, but the 
anticipation of questions arising under the Act appears to have 
rendered necessary a second edition of Messrs. Browne & Woods’ 
excellent manual of it, and to this they have added certain of the 
more important regulations which so far have been issued by the 
Insurance Commissioners.. ‘he book opens with a summary, 
explaining in about fifty pages the scheme and provisions of the Act, 
and then follows the text of the Act, the sections being elucidated 
by numerous cross references, and by notes which explain their 
application and furnish such guidance as is to be found in the 
decisions relating to cognate matters. Thus section 1 extends 
the scheme of health insurance to the Classes of persons who are 
specified in Part I. and not excluded by Part II. of the first schedule ; 
and the terms of the schedule—e.y.. in excluding “employment of a 
casual nature otherwise than for the purpose of the ree trade 
or business ”-—will be governed by the decisions collected at pp. 13, 14, 
on the corresponding terms of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906. ‘The appendix contains sets of model rules for approved 
societies, and the Joint Committee Regulations. 


Railway Law. 


Errrome or Ratpway Law. By Ernest Epwin Georck WILLIAMS, 

Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

This little work is intended as a “pocket-book” of the English 
law of railways, andof course makes no claim to deal exhaustively 
with its subject-matter. It is divided, like Caesar’s Gaul, into three 
parts: “Carriage of Goods,” “Carriage of Passengers,” and “ Rail- 
ways and the Public.” The reader will be a little at sea when he 
tries to guess the subject of this third part ; in reality, it is concerned 





with the Board of Trade and the statutory control of railways. In 
the appendix are set out some important clauses from the Railway 
and Canal Traffic Act, and a model schedule of rates and charges as 





fixed by a private Act of Parliament. 
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Books of the Week. 


Law Quarterly Review.—The Law Quarterly Review 
July 1912. Edited by the Right Hon. Sir Freperick Pottock 
Bart., D.C L, LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Quarterly Digest.—Butterworth’s Quarterly Digest of | 
Reported Cases Decided in the Supreme and other Courts. Being | 


the Second Quarterly Supplement of Butterworth’s Fourteen Years’ 
Digest. Containing all Cases Reported from January to July 1st, 
1912 (inclusive). Butterworth & Co. 


Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Appeal Casex. Reports of 
Cases in the Court of Criminal Appeal, June 10th and June 17th, 1912 
Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. VIL. Part XI. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

British Citizenship.—British Citizenship. A Discussion 
initiated by E. B. SarGant, and Reprinted by Permission from the 
Journal of the Royal Colonial Institute (“ United Empire.”) Long- 
mans, Green & Co. 

Land Taxes, &c.—The New Land Taxes and Mineral Rights 
Duty. The Land Union’s Handbook on Provisional Valuations. Being 
General Advice to Owners of Land and House Property in Dealin 
with Valuations under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, as Aseniel 
by the Revenue Act, 1911. With Statutes and Forms. Vacher & 
Sons (Limited). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CHARLES HOARE & CO. v. THE HOVE BUNGALOWS (LIM.). 
No. 1, 19th June, 
Rece1ver—EQuitaste Executicn—Rent or Hovse anp FurniTuRE— 
APPORTIONMENT—Lump Sum Payaste TO Desror’s MortGaGEE— 
Crepitor ENTITLED To HAVE RENT oF FURNITURE APPORTIONED. 








A mortgagor and mortgagee of houses joined in making a lease of the 
houses and of furniture in them which belonged to the mortgagor at 
an inclusive rent payable to the mortgagor until the mortgagee should 
give notice to the contrary. The mortgagee entered into receipt of the 
rents, and a judgment creditor of the mortgagor obtained the appoint- 
ment of a receiver of the interest of the mortgagor in the rent reserved 
by the lease. The mortgagor was under covenant not to remove the 
furniture from the houses without the mortgaqgee’s consent. 

Held, that the creditor was entitled to have the rent apportioned as 
between the houses and the furniture, so that the receiver could recover 
the amount apportioned to the furniture, and that it must be referred 
to a Master to make the apportionment. 


Appeal from a decision of Bankes, J., at chambers. The plaintiffs, 
Charles Hoare & Co., were the holders of a debenture for £10,000 
in the defendant company, the Hove Bungalows (Limited). The 
security for the debentures comprised the equity of redemption in nine 
bungalows situated on the sea front at Hove, which were mortgaged 
to Messrs. Weatherby. The mortgage, dated the 2nd of July, 1909, con- 
tained a covenant by the defendant company to keep the bungalows 
suitably furnished, so that the same could be let furnished, and to keep 
the said furniture in good and proper order and condition, and not to 
remove any of it without the written consent of the mortgagees. By 
an indenture of the 29th of January, 1912, Messrs. Weather y demised, 
and the defendant company demised and confirmed to the Atlas Syndi- 
cate (Limited), the nine bungalows, with the household furniture and 
other effects in or about the premises, at a rent of £450 per annum, 
but the lease contained no apportionment of the rent between land and 
furniture. It was provided that the rent should be payable to the 
defendant company until the mortgagees should give the tenant notice 
to pay the rent to them. There was also a contemporaneous agreement 
between the defendant company, the Atlas Syndicate and the Hove 
Seaside Villas (Limited), whereby the company agreed to sell part of 
the furniture to the syndicate, the price to be paid in debentures, and 
the rent to be reduced by the amount of the interest on the debentures. 
This agréement was never acted on, and none of the documents were 
registered as bills of sale. The interest on the debenture held by the 
plaintiffs having fallen into arrear, an action was brought against the 
company, and judgment recovered for £600 and costs, on the 6th of 
March, 1912. An execution on the furniture having been met by a 
claim on behalf of the Atlas Syndicate, the plaintiffs procured the 
appointment of a receiver of the rents, profits, and moneys receivable 
in respect of the defendants’ interest in all that rental of £450 per 
annum, payable under the lease of the 29th of January, 1912. It then 
appeared that the mortgagees had gone into possession of the property, 
and that the Atlas Syndicate had paid to them in advance the rent for 
the quarter ending on the 25th of March and for some time longer. The 
plaintiffs thereupon applied by summons served on the mortgagees, the 
defendant company and the Atlas Syndicate, for an order that the rent 
SS under the lease might be apportioned as between the free- 
hold premises and the furniture and effects, and that the Atlas Syndi- 
cate should attorn and beeome tenants to the receiver in respect of the 
said furniture and effects, and pay him the apportioned rent in arrear 








(if any), and to accrue in future for the same. This summons was 
refused by the Master, and on his decision being upheld by Bankes, 
J., at Chambers, the plaintiff brought this appeal. 

Fietcuer Movtton, L.J.—We are of opinion that this appeal must 
be allowed. The mortgagees, of course, are mortgagees of the land, 
but it is true, as is alleged by Mr. Mellor, that they have covenanted 
that this furniture should remain thereon. Their rights are not going 
to be interfered with in any way. The summons does not ask that the 
furniture should be removed from the premises or that it should 
be sold or that it should be in any way interfered with. But it is 
clear that the whole rent that the lessees pay is not paid 
in respect of the premises; it is paid partly in respect of 
this furniture, and the summons simply asks that there shall be an 
apportionment of that rent, so that the mortgagees who have entered 
into possession may receive the whole of the portion of the rent of the 
premises, and the apportioned rent for the furniture should go to the 
receiver that the judgment creditors have obtained from the court. 
Now, that that is just and equitable cannot be denied. The mortgagees 
have no right to take money which comes as rent for the chattels of the 
judgment debtor, which do not belong to them in any way. The 
only difficulty there has been in my mind is the exceptional form of the 
application, and it rather throws us back on first principles, because 
it is almost without precedent. But even if I had no precedent what- 
ever, I think I should come to the conclusion that the summons was 
a right one. But to my mind the case to which we have been referred 
by Mr. Micklem, Salmon v. Matthews (8 M. & W. 827), in which Baron 
Alderson gave the judgment of the court, of whom Lord Abinger was 
one, is precisely in point. There, there was a question of bankruptcy, 
and it was important, therefore, to find out what portion of the rent 
was due for use and occupation and what for the use of the furniture; 
and the court saw no difficulty in the matter. They thought that the 
rent might be apportioned, so that it was an alternative remedy ; there 
might be an action for the use and occupation of the houee, and, [ 
think, also an action for uee and occupation of the furniture. But for 
the purposes of to-day it is sufficient that the sole difficulty is in appor- 
tioning the rent. I see no difficulty in this case—it seems to me on all 
fours. Therefore I think that the prayer of the summons ought to be 
granted, and, of course, you will refer to the proper officer to make 
an apportionment, as to which we have no materials and with which 
we have not to deal. Therefore the appeal will be allowed with 
costs here and in the court below. 

Bucxtey, L.J —The lease of the 29th of January, 1912, was a 
demise of land and furniture. The lessors were the first mortgagees in 
whom the land was vested, and the mortgagors were entitled to the 
equity of redemption. Those were the parties to the demise so far as 
the land is concerned. So far as the furniture is concerned, the first 
mortgagees had nothing to do with it—they had nothing to demise— 
it belonged to the mortgagors, and it was demised by the act of the 
mortgagors to whom it belonged. As regards the furniture, it is true the 
mortgagees enjoyed the benefit of the covenant in the mortgage that 
the furniture should be kept on the mortgaged premises. It gave them 
n> right whatever in the furniture. If that covenant were broken 
they would be entitled to damages ; but it gave them no rights what- 
ever in respect of the furniture. For all material purposes, therefore, 
the mortgagees have no right or interest whatever in the furniture in 
this case. The rent payable under the demise was £450, in respect of 
both subjects of the demise—namely, the land and the furniture. There 
was a contemporaneous agreement of the 29th of January, 1912, to which 
I need not further refer, because, as everybody agrees, it had not the 
effect of a bill of sale; it was a mere agreement, and was not carried 
into effect so as to give it legal effect between the parties. In that 
state of things the mortgagor has become the judgment debtor, and the 
judgment creditor has obtained the appointment of a receiver, and by 
way of equitable execution he seeks to get the interest of the mort- 
gagor, the judgment debtor, in this furniture. The judgment debtor's 
interest in the furniture is now the rent reserved in respect of which 
the lessee is entitled to the possession and use of the furniture, he 
paying a certain rent ; the lessor, the mortgagor, is entitled to the rent 
in respect of that. It seems to me the judgment creditor is entitled by 
way of equitable execution to reap that interest by way of satisfaction 
of his judgment. The way to do that is to apportion the rent of 
£450, which is payable both for the land and for the chattels, and to 
attribute a proper portion of it to the chattels, and the judgment 
creditor is in my opinion entitled by his receiver to take the rent 
reserved for the chattels. That is in my judgment what is asked in the 
summons. I think that is the right order, and the appeal must be 
allowed.—CounseL, Micklem, K.C., and Henlé; Mellor. Soricitors, 
Shirley W. Woolmer; Peachy & Co. 

(Reported by F. Guruere Surru, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PEARCE. EASTWOOD v. PEARCE. No. 2. 
25th and 26th June. 
Witt--Construction—Girt To Cxrtpren or Orner Issve—ALTERNA- 
TIVE OR SuBsTITUTIONAL Girt. 

On the construction of a very obscurely worded will, 

Held (dub. Cozens-Haarpy, M.R.) that a gift to children or other 
issue went to the surviving children, excluding the issue of thos dead 
at the period of distribution. 

Decision of Warrington, J. (reported ante, p. 361), affirmed. 

The appeal from the decision of Warrington, J.,.was dismissed. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said This is a most obscurely worded will of 
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which three views have been put forward: (1) that the gift is to | 


children alive at the death of the widow together with the issue of 
those then dead; (2) that the gift goes to children if there are any, 
and to issue only if there are no children surviving; (3) that all the 
issue take. The first view cannot be supported without doing violence 
to the words of the will. The second view has been adopted by 
Warrington, J., and as my colleagues (FARWELL and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
are disposed to agree with him, 1 do not formally dissent, though 1 
think that there are indications in the will that the third view is what 
the testator intended. No principle is involved and the decision can 
never be an authority except in the improbable case of another testator 
using the identical words, so I will not eay more.—CounsEL, Cave, 
K.C., and Hdward Ford; Russell, K.C., and Stokes; Romer, K.C., 
and Errington; Sargant; Ashworth James. Soricrrors, Wigan, 
Champernowne, & Prescott; Crawley, Arnold, & Co. 
[Reported by F. Gururire Smirz, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LORAINE v. LORAINE AND MURPHY. No. 2. 10th July, 


Divornce—SeETTLEMENT UNDER Divorce Act, 1857, s. 45—VARIATION 
or SETTLEMENTS UNDER Divorce Act, 1859, s. 5—RestTRaAInT ON 
ANTICIPATION ImPosED BY Witt—Lis PENDENs. 


A wife divorced for misconduct was entitled to a life interest in 
property bequeathed by her father’s will subject to a restraint on 
anticipation during coverture. A petition was presented by the husband 
for a settlement on the child of the dissolved marriage of part of the 
income arising from the property. The wife remarried after service on 
her of the petition, but before the hearing. 

Held that there was no jurisdiction to order a seitlement of income to 
which the restraint had attached on the second marriage, and that the 
doctrine of lis pendens had no application to the case. 

Decision of Sir 8. Evans, P. (ante, p. 275; 1912, P. 86) rerersed. 


A decree for dicsolution of marriage on account of the wife’s mis- 
conduct was made absolute on the 10th of May, 1911. The wife re- 
married on the 4th of June, but, on the 3rd of June, a petition was 
served on her by her late husband, asking that a settlement might 
be made on the child of the marriage under section 45 of the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1857, and section 5 of the Act of 1859. The 


Registrar reported that, on the death of her mother, the wife would | 
become entitled to a life interest without power of anticipation in a 
sum of £27,000, and he recommended that a certain proportion of 
the income accruing after the death of the mother should be paid to 
the guardians of the child of the dissolved marriage. This report 
was adopted by Sir S. Evans, P., upon motion before him (see ante, p. 
275; 1912, P. 86), and the wife now appealed from that order. Section 


45 of the Act of 1857 enables the Court, when a marriage is dissolved 
by reason of the wife’s misconduct, to order a settlement for the benefit 
of the husband and children of any property to which the wife is 
entitled in possession or reversion. Section 5 of the Act of 1859 enables 
the court to make orders with reference to the property settled by any 
post-nuptial or ante-nuptial settlement made on the parties whose 
marriage is dissolved. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., after stating the facts and the sections above 
quoted, said: With great respect to the learned President he has 
forgotten under which section he was proceeding. The Act of 1859 
only enables the Court to vary settlements made before or during the 
marriage which has been dissolved. It is reasonable that when a 
marriage is dissolved, settlements made in consideration of it should 
be modified. Under the Act of 1857 the Court can deal with such 
interests as the wife has, but cannot curtail or enlarge these interests. 
[ fail to find any power to make an order affecting income which she 
is restrained from anticipating. In Constantinidi v. C. (1904, P. 306) 
the Act of 1859 was in question, and it was proposed to vary a settle- 
ment made in consideration of the dissolved marriage. Under that 
settlement the second husband took a life interest. This was in effect 
the creation of a new interest pending the litigation, and did not prevent 
the Court from dieregarding his rights, under the doctrine of J/is 
pendens. The restraint on anticipation, which came into force on 
the second marriage in this case, was not the creation of the wife, 
but arose solely from the father’s will. In Midwinters v. M. (1892, P., 
at p. 38) Kay, L.J., says: ‘‘It seems that the wife has—not by a 
marriage settlement which, by section 5 of the Act of 1859, could 
be altered, but under the will of her father which cannot by any 
of the statutes, as I understand them, be altered: at all—a life interest 
in property devised by the will for her separate use as to which she 
is restrained from anticipation.’’ These words, though not essential 
to the decision in the case, seem to me entirely appropriate and exactly 
describe the position here. On general principles and on the con- 
struction of the sections of the Acts, assisted by the judgment of Kay, 
L.J., I come to the conclusion that the judgment of the learned Presi- 
dent cannot be supported. 

FARWELL and Kznnepy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect. After this decision it became necessary to decide whether, 
on the condition against alienation (see the report of the case in the 
Court below), the order for a settlement would have created a forfeiture, 
but the Master of the Rolls expressed the opinion that it would not.— 
Counset, Priestley, K.C., and Talbot-Ponsonby; Barnard, K.C., and 
Le Bas; Cave, K.C., and McConkey. Soricrrors, May, Sykes, & Co., 
for (. H. Close, Leeds; Van Sandau & Co., for Wright d: Co., Liver- 
pool; Wynne d: Co., for Evans, Lockett, & Co., Liverpool. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EMPLOYMENT OF MINISTERS OF THE UNITED METHODIST 
CHURCH. ie EMPLOYMENT OF MINISTERS (UNDER 
PROBATION) OF THE WESLEYAN METHODIST URCH:; 
Joyce, J. llth July. 


Compu.tsory [NSURANCE—EMPLOYMENT OF NONCONFORMIST MINISTERS— 
+ Contract or Service—Conrracr ror Srrvices—Nartionat Ln- 
SsURANCE Act, 1911 (1 anp 2 Gro. 5, c. 55), s. 1 (1), (2), ScuepuLE 

I., Part 1 (A). 

Nonconformist ministers appointed by the Conference of their Church, 
which has the power of appointment of ministers and of suspension 
and dismissal in cases of immorality, heresy or general unsuitability, 

| and paid by the circuit or church to which they are attached, are hot 
employed under a ‘‘ contract of service’? within Part 1. of the First 

Schedule of the National Insurance Act, 1911. 

These were two motions to determine whether the employment 
of ministers of the United Methodist Church by the Con- 
ference of that Church or by the circuits to which the ministers 
were attached, and the employment of ministers (under probation) of 
the Wesleyan Methodist Church by the Conference of that church 

| or by the circuits to which the ministers were attached or by any 
other body of persons, was employment within the meaning of Part 

I. of the National Insurance Act, 1911. Section 1 (2) of the Act 

provides that ‘‘the persons employed within the meaning of this 

part of the Act (in this Act referred to as ‘‘ employed contributors ’’) 
shall include all persons of either sex, whether British subjects or 
not, who are engaged in any of the employments specified in Part 
|. of the First Schedule to this Act, not being employments specified 
in Part II. of that schedule. Part I. of the First ‘Schedule con- 
tains: ‘‘Employments within the meaning of Part I. of this Act 
relating to Health Insurance :—(@) employment in the United Kingdom 
| under any contract of service or apprenticeship, written or oral, 
whether expressed or implied, and whether the employed person is 
paid by the employer or some other person, and whether under one 
| or more employers, and whether paid by time or by the piece, or 
partly by time and partly by the piece or otherwise, or, except in 
| the case of a contract of apprenticeship, without any money payment ”’ ; 
| (4) includes employment as master or crew on board ship; (c) includes 
| outworkers (i.e., persons to whom work is given to be done in their 
own homes or on other premises not under the control or manage- 
ment of the person who gave out the articles or materials) unless 
excluded by the Commissioners. The Foundation Deed Poll of the 

United Methodist Church provided in clause 23, dealing with the 
powers and duties of the Conference, that the Conference should 
be empowered (yg) to appoint ministers and probationers; (A) to admit 
upon probation any person of whom it might approve and who had 
been recommended by certain subordinate bodies in the church, and 
to discontinue the services of such probationers if not satisfied with 
their doctrinal views and general suitability; and also to admit into 
full connection such probationers as were approved; (7) to censure, 
suspend, or exclude from the ministry any minister upon satisfactory 
evidence of immorality, erroneous doctrinal teaching, deficiency of 
ability, neglect of duty, general unsuitability, or of his acting con- 
trary to or neglecting to observe the rules and regulations of the 
church. Clause 28 gave the Conference a suspending power to deal 
with urgent cases, e.g., cases of ministers causing a public scandal. 
The Conference had the power of appointing and suspending 
ministers, but they were paid by the circuits to which they were 
attached. In the case of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, the 
Conference had the power of appointing and dismissing ministers 
under probation, and ministers were paid by the particular church 
to which they were appointed. The question to be determined was 
whether those ministers whose salaries wére under the rate of £160 
per annum were liable to compulsory insurance under the Act. On 
behalf of the Commissioners it was argued that the words ‘‘ contract 
of service’’ in Part I. of the First Schedule must be construed 
widely so as to include a ‘contract for services.’’ For the re- 
spondents to the motions in both cases it was contended that 
the words of the Act must be construed strictly, and the 
relation between a minister and his church could in no sense he 
regarded as a ‘‘ contract of service.’’ In such a case it was im 
possible to say whe was the employer; whom could the minister sue 
for his salary; or what were the terms of the contract.—Simmons 
v. Heath Laundry Co. (1910, 1 K. B. 543), Yewens v. Noakes (6 
Q. B. D. 530), Sadler v. Henlock (4 E. & B. 570), Waites v. Franvo- 
British Exhibition (Incorporated) (2 Butterworth’s W. C. C. 199), 
Murphy v. Enniscorthy Board of Guardians (ibid page 291), and 
Hillyer v. St. Bartholomew's Hospital (1909, 2 K. B. 820), were 
cited. 

Joyce, J., in the course of his judgment said: The question in 
these cases is whether certain classes of employment will be employ 
ment within the meaning of the National Insurance Act, 1911. 
Section 1 (1) of the Act provides that ‘‘ subject to the provisions of 
this Act all persons of the age of sixteen and upwards who are 
employed within the meaning of this part of the Act shall be, and 
any such persons who are not employed but who possess the quali 
fications hereinafter mentioned may be, insured in manner _ provided 
in this part of the Act.’’ Sub-section (2) refers to the First Schedule, 
Part I., which sets out the employments within the meaning of Part 





[Reported by F. Gurunre Suir, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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i. of the Act relating to Health Insurance. With reference to the 
question raised in these two cases I should certainly find a difficulty 
in saying, if these persons can be said to be “‘ employed,’’ at all, 
vho is their employer. Passing that question over, to be within this 
part of the Act the persons referred to must be employed under a 


| 


had threatened proceedings, but neither the mortgagees nor the pur- 
chaser were aware of this. The purchaser was not even aware of 
the nature of the covenants. They were not usual covenants. The 


| vendors were under an obligation to show that the rent had been paid 


mtract of service within Part I. (a) of the First Schedule. The | 
Solicitor-General has not pretended that these persons are really em- | 


ployed in any such employment. My attention has been drawn to 
ertain cases in which the difference has been considered between 
+ “contract of service’’ and a “contract for services,” ,and in the 
ce of those cases and the judicial observations to be found therein, 
n my opinion it is absolutely impossible for anyone seriously te 
argue that either of these classes of persons are employed under any 
mtract of service. In my opinion there is no contract of service, 
nd that disposes of both cases. I understand the Commissioners have 
greed as to costs.—CounseL, Sir J. Simon, 8.-G. and Sargant, for 
Insurance Commissioners ; 72. Younger, K.C., and Owen Thompson, 
or the United Methodist Church; Sankey, K.C., and Baden Fuller, 
for the Wesleyan Methodist Church. Soxicrrors, Solicitor to the 
l'reasury ; Waterhouse & Co. ; Kingsley Wood & Co. 
(Reported by R. C. Carninoron, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re TAUNTON AND WEST OF ENGLAND PERPETUAL BENEFIT 
BUILDING SOCIETY AND ROBERTS’ CONTRACT. Le THE 
VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Parker, J. 9th July. 

VENDOR AND PuRCHASER—LeASEHOLD Hovus—E—MORTGAGEES SELLING— 
BREACHES OF Covenant TO Repair No Express NOTICE 
oF Breaches—CoNVEYANCING AND LAw or Prorerty Act, 1881 
44 & 45 Vict. ¢ 41), 6. 3, eub-eec. 4—No Express COVENANT FOR 

CirLe—Propvuction or Last Recerpt ror Rent By VENDOR—LIABILITY 

” VENDOR FOR ALL Past Breaches or CovENANT—Goop TITLE NOT 

SHEWN 


Where a mortgagee of a leasehold under hia power of sale con- 
tracts to sell all the premises and all the rezidue of the term, and the 
purchaser covenants to pay the rent, and perform the covenants con- 

uned in the lease, and to indemnify the mortyagee against ** the 
eaid rent and covenants,’’ and the purchaser has no express notice 
that there have been breaches of the covenants, as, in fact, there 
have been, the vendor must, nevertheless, make good such breaches, 

en though he has not expre ssly covenanted to give a good title. 

The case of Highett and Bird’s Contract (1903, 1 Ch. 289), as ez- 
plained by Allen and Driscoll’s Contract (1904, 2 Ch. 230), distinguished. 

This was a vendor and purchaser summons, taken out by a pur- 
haser to have it declared that the vendors had not made a good 
title. The vendors were mortgagees of a leasehold selling under their 
power of sale. The mortgage was by assignment, and not by sub- 
demise. By the contract of the murtgagees with the purchaser, which 
was a contract to sell all the premises and all the residue of the 
term subject to the covenant and conditions contained in the lease, the 
purchaser was to pay the rent and perform the covenants, and to 
indemnify the vendors against ‘** the said rent and covenants.’’ Down 
to the time fixed for completion there had been breaches of the 
covenants contained in the lease, and breaches in respect of which 
the lessor had threatened proceedings, though neither the mortgagees 
nor the purchaser were aware of this. The covenants were not usual 
onee, and the purchaser was not aware of them. The first requisition 
by the purchaser : Have all the covenants contained in the abstracted 


lease of the 18th of June, 1909, been observed up to date? elicited the | 


answer Che last receipt for ground 1ent can be produced, which 
is sufficient evidence that the covenants have been complied with. 
The vendors have no notice of any breach. The answer to another 
requisition : When was the outside of the premises last painted? was, 
1 cannot say. See reply to No. 1. Counsel for the vendors con 
tended that the purchaser had implied notice, even if he had not 
express notice of the breaches of the covenant to paint, and that he 
impliedly covenanted to purchase the property in the condition in 
which it was. Here there was no express contract to give a good 
title. He referred to the seventh edition of Hood & Challis on the 
Conveyancing and Settled Land and Trustee Acts at p. 22, and to 
Allen and Driscoll’s Contract (1904, 2 Ch. 230), where Romer, L.J., 
explained that the case of Highett and Bird’s Contract was decided on 
the footing that there was an express agreement to make a good 
title. In this case there was no such express agreement. In Barnett 
v. Wheeler (7 M. & W. 364) it was decided that the purchaser's 
knowledge of defects was immaterial. Counsel for the purchaser con- 
iended that the vendors must show a good title, which they could not 
do till they had complied with the covenants to repair. 

Parker, J.--This is a summons by a purchaser under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act to have it declared that the vendor has not made 
a good title. The vendors were a mortgagee building society. Their 
mortgage was by assignment, and not by sub-demise, and they were 
selling under their power of sale. They contracted to sell all the 
premises and all the residue of the term, subject to the covenants 
and conditions contained in the lease, and the purchaser agreed to 
indemnify them against ‘‘ the said rent and covenants.’’ This simply 
means that the purchaser is to hold the property subject to the 
covenants in the lease, and to indemnify the vendor in respect of 
euch covenants for the future. It does not mean that he is to pay 
arrears of rent or provide for past breaches of covenant. Down 
to the period of completion there had been breaches of the covenants 








| tion here. 


' and the covenants complied with. The Conveyancing Act does not 


remove this obligation. It only says that where land sold is held 
by lease (not including underlease), the purchaser shall assume, un- 
less the contrary appears, that the lease was duly granted, and, on 
production of the receipt for the Jast payment due for rent under 
the lease before the date of actaak completion of the purchase, he 
shall assume, unless the contrary appears, that all the covenants 
and provisions of the lease have been duly performed and observed 
up to the date of actual completion of the purchase. The receipt 
is accordingly only primd facie evidence until other evidence is pro- 
duced to the contrary, as it is in this case. This section does not 
preclude the purchaser from shewing that the covenants have not 
been complied with. The present case differs from the case where 
the acceptance of the production of the receipt is expressly made con- 
clusive evidence of all the facts, and is to operate as a waiver of past 
breaches, if any. There is no such condition here, and the vendor 


| accordingly can only rely on the statutory provision. Notwithstand- 


ing the production of the receipt, the purchaser can shew from other 
sources that the covenants have not been performed. It may be that 
where the purchaser has notice of the breach the case may vary 


| according as there is express obligation to make a good title, or only 


an implied obligation to do so. On this point I have been referred 
to Barnett v. Wheeler (ubi supra), and Re Highett and Bird’s Con- 
tract (ubi supra), as explained by Romer, J., in Re Allen and Dris- 
coll’s Contract (ubi suyra). But, in my opinion, these cases have 
nothing to do with the present case. In the present case I am 
satisfied that the purchaser had no notice of any covenant of which 
there had been a breach, but has found out that fact for himself 
subsequently. I accordingly hold that these cases have no applica- 
The vendor’s obligation to make a good title has not 
been discharged. I think the order should be made in the 
following form: The court being of opinion that, so long as the 
lease remains forfeitable by reason of the non-compliance with the 
covenants, the vendor has not shewn a good title, if a good title 
is not made within one month from the date of this order, the pur- 
chaser ehall be at liberty to apply for the return of his deposit and 
for other consequential relicf.—CouNSEL, Bertram Jacobs; Warwick 
Draper. Soxictrors, Indermaur &: Brown for Theodore Roberts, New- 


| port, Mon.; Reed & Reed for C. Peard Clarke, Taunton. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

LLOYDS BANK (LIM.) v. SWISS BANEVEREIN. 

LONDON AND SMITHS BANK (LIM.) v. SWISS BANKVEREIN. 


UNION OF 


Hamilton, J. 19th, 20th, 21st, 24th, 25th, 26th, and 27th June. 


BankeR—Bitt Broker—Loans to—Bearer Bonps as Securiry—Re- 
DetiveryY oF Bonps To Birt BRokER 1N EXCHANGE FOR CHEQUE— 
Usace. 

A firm of bill brokers borrowed money from the plaintiff banks on 
depositing bearer bonds as security. The loans thus created were 
called in by the plaintiffs, and, in accordance with the general practice 
int such cdses, the securities were returned to the bill brokers in 
exchange for their cheques The defendants received in the course of 
the same day the bonds in question, and, the cheques given to the 
plaintiff banks having been dishonoured, the plaintiffs sued th 
defendants for a return of the bonds or their value, alleging that by 
a practice or usage the bonds remained constructively in their powses- 
sion, or were impressed with a trust in their favour, until the cheques 
were honoured. 

Held, that the plaintiffs had failed to establish the practice or usage 
on which they relied 

These actions arose out of extensive transactions between 
Hellings & Co., a firm of bill brokers, and the three banks. Hellings 
& Co. had dealings, by way of joint account and otherwise, with the 
defendants, and had from time to time borrowed money on beare! 
securities from the plaintiff banks. On the 15th of September, 1911, 
two loans were due for repayment to the plaintiff banks, and wer 
accordingly called by them; and on the morning of that day Hellings 
& Co. received back from Lloyds Bank bearer bonds to the 
value of £25,200, in exchange for their cheque. The cheque 
was subsequently dishonoured, and the bonds were now claimed by 
Lloyds Bank. Hellings & Co. also received from the Union 
of London and Smiths Bank, under similar circumstances, beare! 
bonds to the value of £32,000, of which securities to the value of 
£10,000 were claimed in the present action, as hereafter appears. 
During the same day the defendants became aware of the fact that the 
financial position of Hellings & Co. was unsatisfactory, and at 2 p.m. 
obtained delivery from Hellings of securities amounting to £20,000, 
which they alleged represented margins given by them to Hellings & 
Co. The securities so deiivered were received that morning from the 
plaintiff banks. At 3 p.m. the defendants demanded and received 


contained in the lease, and breaches in respect of which the lecsor | from Hellings & Co. securities amounting to £15,000, which they had 
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handed to Hellings & Co. that morning in exchange for a cheque of a 
like amount. They returned the cheque, and received, as they thought, 
the identical securities which they had handed over in the morning; 
but, as subsequently appeared, these securities were in fact received 
from Lloyds Bank that morning. The plaintiff now claimed a return 
of the various securities, or their value, and in support of their claim 
the plaintiffs called evidence to establish a practice or usage by which 
banks in handing over securities in such circumstances retain con- 
structive possession of, or have a lien on them, until the cheque is 
met, usually at 4 p.m. on the same day, the securities being pledged 
elsewhere to obtain funds to meet the cheque. They alleged that, by 
reason of the dealings in joint account between Hellings & Co. and the 
defendants, the latter were fixed with notice that Hellings & Co. were 
not entitled to deal with the securities. The defendants contended 
that they were in the ordinary position—of bond-fide holder for value 
without notice. The following cases were cited in argument :—Capital 
and Counties Bank (Limited), v. Gordon (1903, H. C. 240); Sheffield 
aid London Joint Stock Bank (13 A. C. 333) ; London Joint Stock Bank 
v. Simmons (1892, A. C. 201); Watteau v. Fenwick (1893, 1 Q. 13 346) ; 
Brocklesby v. Temperance Permanent Building Society (1895, A. C. 
173); and Rimmer v. Webster (1902, 2 Ch. 163). 

Hamitton, J., in the course of his judgment, said the plaintiffs 
claimed that) they were bond-fide holders for value, whose effective 
retention of the securities had never been determined, and the 
defendants contended that from the time the securities passed into 
Hellings & Co.’s custody the plaintiffs had no legal title to them. The 
plaintiffs said there was a practice of bankers which either had the 
effect of a custom, or to which the law attached the significance of a 
trust, under which Hellings & Co., being still in the possession of the 
securities, and their cheques not having been met, held the securities 
as custodians for the plaintiffs. They said the practice was universal, 
and its meaning notorious to the defendants, who had themselves acted 
upon it that day. A great deal of evidence had been given 
by both sides as to the practice. Every day in the week 
securities to the value of millions were deposited, and 
handed back against cheques which were not due to be met until the 
end of the day. This course of business was universal, except in the 
case of the Bank of England, which only handed out securities against 


a banker’s cheque, and was not disputed in any way. It was not put | 


by the plaintiffs as a custom in the sense of one which imported a term 
into the contract by implication. The witnesses differed in their view 
as to the legal effect of the practice ; but they concurred on one point— 
viz., that they did not attribute the legal effect to the practice which 
the argument for the plaintiffs attached to it. They all said that the 
object and purpose was to enable the bill broker to deal with the 
securities in the course of the day and meet his cheque; but none said 
that the broker was not to meet his cheque except by means of the 
particular bundle of securities, so lang as it was honestly done. For 
the plaintiffs to succeed it was necessary to shew that the banks were 
secured up to the very end, and they sought to make that out by say- 
ing that the instruments in the hands of the broker were impressed 
with a trust, and were held by them in a fiduciary capacity, and had a 
right to borrow the fruits of the trust property. That view was not taken 
by any of the witnesses. When the securities were given over, primd facie 
the legal position was that the transaction of loan was undone, and to 
suggest that the broker was invested with the character of a trustee 
in respect of negotiable instruments seemed a great deal to extract 
from the handing over of a bundle of documents from one clerk to 
another. He was loth to hold that a negotiable instrument was 
impressed with a trust of such a kind, unless it was absolutely neces- 
sary so to hold, and he could see no necessity for so holding. He had 
come to the conclusion that as soon as the plaintiffs parted with the 
securities they ceased to have any claim on them in the present action, 
and there would be judgment for the defendants with costs.—CounssL, 
Astbury, K.C. ; McCardie and R. A. Wright; Shearman, K.C., Sankey, 
K.C., and Harold Murphy. Soricrrors, Kenneth Brown, Baker, 
Baker, d& Co. W. H. Sidebotham; Michael Abrahams, Sons & Co. 
[Reported by Lronarp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re A DEBTOR (No, 211 of 1912). Zz parte GROSVENOR’S 
TRUSTEE. C.A. No. 2. 17th and 24th May. 


Bankruptrcy—Acrt or Baneruprcy—Non-Compriance Witn Banx- 


Ruptcy Notice Issvep By Crepiror Wxo Has Himsetr ComMirtep | 


AN Act or BaNkRuptcy—Banxkruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict., c. 

52), s. 4, sUB-SECTION 1 (a). 

A debtor cannot be made bankrupt for non-compliance with a bank- 
ruptcy notice issued by a creditor whom the debtor knows to have com- 
mitted an available act of bankruptcy. 

Appeal by the debtor against a receiving order made by one of the 
tegistrars of the High Court. On the 15th of August, 1911, one 
Grosvenor obtained a final judgment for £1,750 against the debtor. 
On the 28th of September a bankruptcy notice was served upon 
Grosvenor, who failed to comply therewith, and thus committed an 
act of bankruptcy, which became complete upon the 6th of October, 
and of which the debtor was aware. Upon the 2nd of November 
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Grosvenor issued a bankruptcy notice in respect of his judgment for 
£1,750, which was served on the 9th of November upon the debtor, 
who failed to comply therewith, and thus committed an act of bank- 
ruptcy, which became complete upon the 17th of November. In 
December a receiving order was made against Grosvenor, based on his 
non-compliance with the bankruptcy notice of the 28th of September, 
and he was adjudicated bankrupt. On the 16th of February, 1912, the 
trustee in Grosvenor’s bankruptcy presented a petition against the 
debtor, founded upon this non-compliance with the bankruptcy notice 
served upon him on the 9th of November. The debtor disputed the 
petition, contending that as Grosvenor had committed an act of bank- 
ruptcy himself upon the 6th of October, he could not serve a valid 
bankruptcy notice on the 9th of November. The registrar overruled 
this contention, and made a receiving order, from which the debtor now 
appealed. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Kennepy, L.J., allowed the appeal, hold- 
| ing that the debtor, having notice of an act of bankruptcy committed 
| by Grosvenor, could not safely have paid the judgment debt claimed by 
Grosvenor, and that it was therefore unreasonable that he should be 
made bankrupt for not having paid a debt which eventuaily turned out 
not to be payable to Grosvenor, but to the trustee in his bankruptcy. 


Bucktey, L.J., dissented, holding that although the debtor could not 
have safely paid Grosvenor, he ought to have applied to the Bank- 
ruptcy Court, and offered to secure the amount claimed to the satis- 
faction of the court. The court might, on such application, either have 
made such an order as was made in Ponsford, Baker, & Co. v. Union 
of London and Smith’s Bank (1906, 2 Ch. 444), for payment of the 
amount claimed into court; or have directed the debtor to secure the 
same to the satisfaction of the court.—Counset, Woodgate; Hansell. 
Soxicrrors, Coote & Richards; Osborn & Osborn. 

[Reported by P. M. Francke, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Societies. 
Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 
Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Speech 
House, Forest of Dean, Glos., on Wednesday, 10th July, 1912. 


Those present included Mr. J. W. Guise (Newnham-on-Severn), | 


president; Mr. E. T. Gardom (Gloucester), vice-president; Messrs. 
E. W. Kendall (Bourton-onthe-Water), E. L. Baylis, W. G. Gurney, 
G. McIlquham, J. B. Winterbotham, R. J. Winterbotham (Chelten- 
ham), J. S. Bradstock (Cinderford), E. B. Haygarth, H. St. G. 
Rawlins, E. C. Sewell (Cirencester), G. B. Taylor, Herbert Williams, 


T. L. Scoble (Coleford), H. J. Francillon, R. H. Penley (Dursley), | 


Fred H. Bretherton, Frank H. Bretherton, J. H. Bryan, H. W. 
Grimes, Nigel D. Haines, J. P. Wilton Haines, J. W. Haines, 
T. Hannam-Clark, F. H. Hole, F. W. Jones, J. H. Jones, G. C. P. 
Pike, C. Scott, G. Whitcombe (Gloucester), E. C. Elwell (High- 
worth), H. W. Berthon (Lydney), T. Whatley (Mitcheldean), A. E. 
Smith (Nailsworth), M. F. Carter, T. G. Chance (Newnham-on 
Severn), A. J. Morton Ball, R. H. Smith (Stroud), E. Francis (Stow 


Bassett), and the hon. secretary, Mr. Herbert H. Scott. 


Mr. E. T. Gardom (Gloucester) was elected president, and Mfr. | 


E. L. Gwillim (Marlborough) vice-president, for the ensuing year. 
Messrs. A. J. Morton Ball, H. J. Francillon, J. W. Guise, W. H. 


Mellersh, W. G. Gurney, J. H. Jones, R. McLaren, and A. E. Smith, | 


were appointed as the General Committee, and Messrs. H. Bevir, Nigel 
D. Haines, A. H. G. Heelas, W. H. Madge, H. J. Taynton, and 
J. B. Winterbotham as the Library Committee. 

The following were elected members of the society :—Messrs. 
Sidney Baker (Tewkesbury), Percival James Bretherton, and Eric 


F. T. Fowler (Gloucester), W. J. Masters (Swindon), and A. White- | 


head (Salisbury). 

Sums amounting to £91 10s. were voted in grants to necessitous 
persons. 

After luncheon a drive was taken through the Forest of Dean, and 
on the return to the Speech House the members were entertained at 
tea by the outgoing president. 

The society, which was established in the year 1817, now consists of 
143 solicitors, practising in Gloucestershire and Wilts. 





The Hampshire Incorporated Law Society. 


The twenty-first annual general meeting of this society was held at 
Portsmouth on Thursday, the 11th inst., the chair, during the first 
part of the proceedings, being taken by the outgoing president, Mr. 
E. R. Ensor (Southampton). 

The minutes of the last annual meeting, which wae held at South- 
ampton, having been taken as read, the committee’s report and the 
treasurer's accounts for the past year were received and adopted. 

The president then made a presentation to Mr. A. W. Brain (South- 
ampton) in recognition of his services as secretary and treasurer since 
the formation of the society. The presentation took the form of a 


cheque for 30 guineas, with a list of the subscribers. Mr. Brain 


returned thanks. 


On the proposition of Mr. W. Renny (Portsmouth), seconded by | 


Mr. A. C. Burbidge (Portsmouth), Mr. E. J. Bechervaise (Portsmouth) 
was elected as president for the —— year, and thereupon took the 
chair and was invested with the presidential badge. Mr. F. Gillson 
(Fareham) was elected. as vice-president on the proposition of the presi- 
dent, seconded by Mr. E. R. Ensor. 

The outgoing members of the committee—viz., Messrs. H. M. Foster 
(Aldershot), G. B. Knight (Farnborough), and H. C. Biscoe-Smith 
(Portsmouth) were re elected, and Mr. V. E. G. Churcher (Gosport) 
wae elected as a member of the committee in the place of Mr. F. Gilleon. 


The two auditors, Messrs. F. Faithfull (Winchester) and E. T. West- 
lake (Southampton), and the secretary and treasurer were re-elected. 

Mr. F. G. Allen (Portsmouth) proposed a hearty vote of thanks to 
the retiring president for his services. This was seconded by Mr. W, 
Renny and carried unanimously, and Mr. Ensor returned thanks. 

The president then gave an address on various current topics affecting 
the profession, and a general discussion took place thereon. 

The members subsequently dined together at the Royal Pier Hotel! 
Southsea, when, after the toast of ‘“‘ The King,”’ the president gave 
‘“* Our Guests,’’ for whom His Honour Judge Gye and Mr. C. L. Samson 
(president of the Law Society of the United Kingdom) responded. Mr. 
rs se F. Lapthorn (Portsmouth) then proposed ‘‘ The President,”’ who 
replied. 








The Right of Rebellion. 


The following letter from Sir Frederick Pollock, Bart., P.C., appeared 
in The Times of the 13th inst. :— 

The new ethics of resistance to law seem to be advancing by leaps 
and bounds. We believed, and, indeed, were taught, half a 
century ago, that rebellion was sometimes justiffable. One _ rebel- 
lion in Europe, which succeeded, was approved by most English- 
men, and another in America, which failed, by a large propor- 
tion of both British and European politics. But we also 
believed that, except in cases of gross and notorious oppression, the 


| burden of justification was on the rebels; and we should have thought 


not better, but rather worse, of any existing Government, however 
bad, which failed to shew fight for its existence. Now it appears to 


| be gravely maintained that, whenever a party in the State threatens 


armed resistance to the law, the duty of the Government is to yield to 
its demand under pain of being morally responsible for any fighting 
or violence that may ensue. The mere presence of an ‘‘ explosive and 
dangerous’’ minority is to paralyse legislation and national action 
Perhaps this is the newest light of political science. I am too old 
to argue about it, and can only say that, if such doctrine is accepted, 
I do not see how settled government is possible in any country in the 
world. Did Abraham Lincoln commit a crime when he faced the risk 
and the actual issue of civil war against a formidable and resolute 
secession, equipped not only with warlike resources, but with plausible 
Constitutional argument? Mest men at this day, even Southerners, 
hold that it would have been a gran rifiuto if he had done otherwise. 

According to the old-fashioned notions of my youth, two conditions are 
necessary to justify rebellion—namely, a grievance or ambition worth 


on-the-Wold), J. C. Wood (Swindon), H. Bevir, H. L. Bevir (Wootton | Sghting about and a fair fighting chance of success. I do not mean 


that the chance must be reckoned on purely military reasons. Assum- 
ing, for argument’s sake, that the first condition is satisfied in the 
case of Ulster Unionists, can any rational man outside an Orange 
lodge assert as much of the second? By the way, I should like to 


| know who are “the people of Ulster’’ who will not have Home Rule 


forced on them at the point of the bayonet. We have heard that, as 
a matter of fact, the number of Unionist and Nationalist voters in Ulster 
are not very unequal. Which half is ‘‘the people of Ulster,’’ and 
why? 

It may be allowed that an extreme case of oppression will some- 
times justify or excuse taking a desperate risk, though I doubt 
whether such action has often been known to come to good. If anyone 
is persuaded that Irish Unionists, under any conceivable scheme of 


| Home Rule, are likely to find themselves in any such danger, or will 


be unable/to protect themselves by legal and Constitutional action, I 
have nothing to say to him but this: the very point of the new 
contention on their behalf is that they are too numerous and compact 
to be disregarded. 

Legal question there is none. There is no case for justifying 


| rebellion until lawful means of redress have failed. As Lord 


Lindley observed in another connection a day or two ago, resist- 


| ance to the law is always unlawful, and must be so treated by the 


Courts. The same is true of the Executive, but with a margin of 
equitable discretion in trivial matters and where the safety of the 
commonwealth is not involved. Petty literal breaches of legal rule 
and enactment are winked at every day, and even graver ones may 
now and then be passed over, or very lightly dealt with, for good 
reasons of public policy. Such acts may amount to wilful petty rebel- 
lion, and may be of the most various moral quality, foolish or astute, 
mean or generous, enthusiastic or malicious; and they may raise nice 
questions enough. But this has nothing to do with open, deliberate, 
concerted, and forcible resistance to lawful authority “with strong 
hand in manner of war,’’ to use a good medieval phrase. That is 
the only kind of rebellion with which my present remarks are con- 
cerned. 








The Social Board of the Lyceum Club gave a dinner last Monday night 


| to members of the Bench and Bar. Ladv Boyle presided. and the other 


hostesses were Lady Strachey, Lady Beachcroft, and Mrs. Yorke Trotter. 
The president proposed the toast of ‘‘ Bench and Bar.’’ Lord Justice 
Vaughan Williams, Lord Justice Kennedy, and Mr. Justice Channell 
responded for the Bench, and Mr. Atherley Jones, K.C., M.P., and 
Mr. Ernest Pollock, K.C., M.P., for the Bar. A vote of thanks to the 
president was proposed by Mr. Norman Craig, K.C., M.P., and 
seconded by Mr. George Elliott, K.C. 





GC @ thames GC ot G 2 ». bende co oe 


Bes 2 Ss Om: 6 tity ew Le & OM et eee oe 


. i | 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 56.] 691» 





July 2c, 1912. 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Serseant Cuartes L. Marueson, K.C., has been promoted to be 
His Majesty’s second Serjeant-at-Law ; and Mr. A. M. Suttivan, K.C., 
has been appointed to be His Majesty’s third Serjeant-at-Law in Ire- 
land. Mr. Matheson was called to the Bar in the Easter Term of 1874, 
and took silk on Ist of July, 1892. He has a large practice on the Chan- 
cery side. Mr. Sullivan was called in the Trinity Term of 1892, and was 
admitted to the Inner Bar in 1908. 


Mr. WiuttaM Morris Carter (Puisne Judge) has been appointed to 
be Chief Justice of His Majesty’s High Court of Uganda. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 


ArTHUR JAMES bD’ALBANI and ARTHUR MACKAy ELLIs, solicitors 
(D’Albani & Ellis), Newmarket and Cambridge. June 30. The said 
Arthur James d’Albani will carry on the said business alone under the 
style of d’Albani & Ellis. [Gazette, July 12. 


Henry Kinnerr, Watter Henry Kinnerr, and LAUNCELoT ALFRED 
LuxMmoore, solicitors (Kinneir & Co.), Swindon. Jan. 1. The eaid 
Launcelot Alfred Luxmoore retires, and the said business will be con- 
tinued by the said Henry Kinneir and Walter Henry Kinneir, in partner- 
ship, under the said firm name of Kinneir & Co. 

[Gazette, July 16. 


General. 


Mr. Chester Jones while hearing a case at the Lambeth Police Court 
on Saturday last was seized with faintness and had to leave the Bench. 
A doctor was sent for, and it was announced that Mr. Jones would be 
urable to continue the hearing. Mr. Chester Jones has been under- 
going a severe strain during the past few weeks. In addition to sitting 
as a magistrate he has been conducting the inquiry into the allegation 
made against the police in connection with the Rotherhithe riot. 


The accounts of the Land Registry for the year ended March 31 last 
were issued on Wednesday. Fees receivel amounted to £54,303 1s. 
(including £1,129 2s., the estimated cost of work done by the Land 
Registry for other Government Departments), an increase of £2,265 
15s. 6d. on the total for the previous year. Extra receipts paid over to 
the Exchequer were £34 14s. 4d., the total increase in the receipts 
thus amounting to £2,300 9s. 10d. The expenditure was £49,555 
14s. 7d., including £33,076 8s. for salaries. The net increase on the 
year’s expenditure was £589 17s. 10d. 


The Divorce Court, says the Globe, is at present the only tribunal in 
the High Court which has the services of an official shoithand writer. 
The City of London Court and the County Palatine Court of Lancaster 
are two minor tribunals which possess the same advantage, and the 
Criminal Court of Appeal Act requires that an official shorthand note 
shall be taken of every case in the criminal courts in which an appeal 
lies to the Court of Criminal Appeal. The *‘ splendid isolation ” of the 
Divorce Court in the High Court is being seriously threatened. Lord 
Justice Vaughan Williams has recently advocated the appointment of 
official shorthand writers in all the courts, and the Council of the Law 
Society have, on the motion of Mr. Brinsley Harper, undertaken to 
consider the question. The Bar Council have already given their sup- 
port to the proposal. To the Treasury, which has always shewn a 
peculiar reluctance in sanctioning the appointment of additional judges, 
the proposal ought not to be unwelcome. Its adoption, which would 
curtail the length of trials, would probably be equivalent to the ser- 
vices of one judge. 

In the House of Commons on Wednesday Mr. Joynson-Hicks asked 
the Prime Minister when he would give facilities for the motion for the 
presentation of a humble Address to his Majesty the King on the 
subject of additional judges. The Chancellor of the Exchequer, who 
replied on behalf of the Prime Minister, said :—It would be impossible 
in the present state of business that facilities could be given to discuss 
this motion, but I hope before the House rises for the August adjourn- 
ment that the Government may be able to make a statement of their 
intentions in the matter. Lord R. Cecil: Is the right hon. gentleman 
aware that the present condition of affairs in the courts is really 
very serious indeed, in some cases amounting to a denial of justice? 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer: I understand that repre- 
sentations in that sense have been made to the Prime 
Minister, and I know he is prepared to make a statement on the subject. 
Mr. Watt : Is the right hon. gentleman aware that there is considerable 
opposition on this side of the House to the appointment of additional 
judges? Mr. Joynson-Hicks said he had a motion on the paper that 
an address should be presented to his Majesty representing that the 


two vacancies in the King’s Bench Division should be filled. It was | 


necessary under the Act of 1910 that such an address should be pre- 
sented if the vacancies were to be filled. Could that motion be taken 
under the Standing Orders after half-past 11 o’clock. The Speaker 
thought the wording of the Standing Orders was so wide that the 
motion could be taken after half-past 11. 0’clock. Mr. Joynson-Hicks 
intimated that he would consult the Patronage Secretary with regard 
to fixing a date for the motion. 





In the Standing Committee of the House of Commons on the White 
Slave Traffic Bill on Wednesday the motion that the Bill as amended 
should be reported to the House was put and carried nem. con.. Objec- 
tion had been taken to the title, and the chairman, Mr. Stuart Wortley, 
stated that the Bill would be described by the title set out in the body 
of the Bill—namely, the Criminal Law Amendment Bill, 1912. 


At Swansea Assizes last Saturday, David Morgan, seventeen, a postal 
clerk, pleaded ‘‘ Guilty’ to thefts of postal orders at Morriston, near 
Swansea. It was stated that the accused was getting 5s. a week. 
Mr. Justice Ridley said he thought the Post Office employed people 
at too early an age, and did not pay them enough. He was of opinion 
that the work in the Post Office was being scamped. Sentence was 
deferred. 

In the House of Commons on the 10th inst. Major Anstruther- 
Gray, on behalf of Sir G. Younger, zsked the Prime Minister 
whether he would estate the names of the Committee on Land 
Taxation appointed, with his approval, by the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer; and whether it would be arranged that properly qualified 
persons would have an opportunity of giving evidence on the eub- 
ject. Mr. Aequith : The Committee is a purely unofficial and informal 
body. It will be presided over by my right hon. friend Mr. Arthur 
Acland. I see no reason why the names of the members should be 
published at preeent. Should their report be eventually laid before 
Parliament full information will, of couree, be given. It will rest with 
the Committee to decide what method of investigation should be pur- 
sued. Lord H. Cecil asked what was the objection to giving the names 
of members of the Committee. Was ihere any secret about them? Mr. 
Asquith said there was no eecret, but, as he had said, the Committee 
was a purely unofficial and informal body. 

At a meeting of the Court of Aldermen at the Guildhall on Tues- 
day, the new Mayoralty Seal of the City of London was submitted 
and approved. It will take the place of one which has been in constant 
use since 1381, or more than five centuries. The inauguration of that 
seal, according to the ancient records of the City, was conducted with 
some solemnity and pomp at an assembly of the Corporation, convened 
by Sir William Walworth, then Lord Mayor. The previous seal, which 
dated from 1281, had been discarded and broken up because it was 
“‘too small, rude, and ancient, and was unbecoming and derogatory 
for the honour of the City.”” The new seal then adopted was “‘ of 
honourable aspect and a work of art,’”’ and was ordered by Walworth 
himself. It contains figures of St. Peter and St. Paul and was made of 
silver. It has been in daily use for all this long period and naturally 
become rather battered and blurred by constant pressure. The new seal 
adopted on Tuesday is a replica of its predecessor, but two small roses 
have been added to distinguish it. As the seal contained a sword— 
that of St. Paul—and was in use before the Wat Tyler rebellion, the 
common idea that the weapon in the City Arms was the dagger with 
which Walworth slew Wat Tyler is disproved. The seal is affixed to 
official documents used in the Mayor’s Court and largely employed in 
deeds and papers enclosing records to foreign and Colonial tribunals 
which require the signature and attestation under the seal of the Lord 
Mayor of the City. The new seal was used for the first time yester- 
day, an impression being made at the sitting of the Court. 








For conservative information and advice on the subject of Fruit 
Farming in British Columbia apply to D. & J. Forp, 14, Cockepur- 
street, London, 8.W. Mr. J.*W. Ford has had fourteen years’ experi- 
ence as a fruit farmer, and is recognized as one of the greatest authori- 
ties on fruit farming in the Province.—{Advt.] 





Rovat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton-street, London, W.— 


[Advt.] 





Wry Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TEMPERANCE Lire ASSULANCE Co. ( Liuitep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








The Property Mart. 


? Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
July 22.—Messrs. Msztee & Manvea,at the Mart, at 2: Residenc3 (eee advertise- 


it, back , July 6). 
= a-Si. Vewxtow, Burt & Coorer, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 


t adverti t, back page, July 13). 

ep yt mg ty Martin, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
adverti nt, back psge. July 13). 

one 24.—Meeers. Rooms & Sow, at be Mart, at 2: Freehold Estate and Residence 
advertisement, beck page, this week). 

ont "—dieeee. pad on "& Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 

and Froperties (‘ee advertisement, back page, this week), 

July 30.—Messrs. Hamprowt Sows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residential Property, 
Leaseho!d Investment, Freehold Building Estate (see advertisement, back paze, this 
week. 
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Result of Sale. 
Reversiows, Saares, &o, 

Mesars. H. BE. Foster & Crawrrecn heli their usnal Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interesta, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., o2 Thursday last, whea the 
following Lota were enld at the prices mentioned : — 

ABSOLUTE REVERSION to about £1,100 eo ee oo Sold £515 
to £9,019 oe ee ee ee ce » £1,709 
” ” to £3,662 ee oe oe ee +e =. 5,-— 2) 685 
REVERS'ON to fully-paid Po'icies for 21,178 and £392 oe ce 6p:«6=64 
RIGHT of APPLICATION and ALLOTMENT to 8,100 Shares 
“Licyd” Copper Co,, Ltd. ee oe oe oe ee -« » £9168. 


” ” 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora oF 
EmrrGExcy 
Rora, 
July 22 Mr Greswell 
ve 23 Bloxam 
Real 
Borrer 
Goldsshmid 
Leach 


Mr, Justice 

Wasninoros. 
Mr Leach 

Goldschmidt 

Chure. 

Greswell 

Beal 

Borrer 


Reoisreans ts ATTENDANCE On 


Aprrat Covat Mr. Justice 
0, 2, oon. 
Mr Synze 
Charch 
Farmer 
Bloxam 
Greswell 
Beal 
Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE. 
Mr Farmor 
Synge 
Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 


Mr. Justice 
Swinrew Eaovr. 
Mr Charch 

Farmer 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 
Borrer 
Greswell 


Mr, Justice 
Eva, 
Mr Beal 

Greswell 
Borrer 
S7vage 
Facmer 
Bloxan 


Date. 


Monday 


Friday .... me 
Saturday ......... 
Mr, Justice 

Panxza. 
Bloxan 
Beal 


Date. 


Monday July 
Tuesday '......... 23 


Mr 


Synze 
Farmer 
Church 


Charch Goldschmidt 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, July 12 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limite tw Caamoger. 


ACADIA SYNDICATE, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Oreditors are required, on or 
before Aig. 30, to send their names and addres es, and the particuiars of their 
debts or claims, tc D. H. C. Higgins, 4, Bishopsgate. Lawrence Jones & Vo, St. Mary 
Axe, solors to the liquidator. 

FEINMAN YIDDISH PkoPLE’'S THEATRE Co, 
July 11, directed to be heard July 23. William Weiss, Mincshester House, Friday 
st, solor for the petar. Notice of appearing must reach the above nawed not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 22. 

HAMPSHIRE STEAMSHIP Co, LTp.—Petn tor winding up, presented July 6, directed 
to be heard July 23. Waltons & Co, 101, Leadeuhali st, solors for tne petnra. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above name! not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of July 22. 

Ivy SANITARY LAUNDRY, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 26, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of thew debts or cia.ms, to Juhn 
Butter field, 2, Varley st, Bradiord, liquidator. 

KIRKCALDY OIL AND CAK# MILLS, Ltp. (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors to lodge their 
claims and grounds of debt, by Sep 30, with John Stuart Gowans, 33, Charlotte sy, Edin- 
burgh, liquidator. Beveridge & Co, Leith, solors to the liquidator. 

MYSORE REEFS (1905) AND EXPLORERS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to George Handel Wells. 6, Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, 
solors for the liquidator. 

PROCTER & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 23, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Harrison 
Alexander, 24, North Jobn st, Liverpool, Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors tu the 
liquidator. 

TUNBRIDGE WELLS Corrée HovusK Co, LtD.—Creditors are required.on or before July 
15,to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Francis Horue, 1, Princes st, Tunbridge Wells, liquidator. 

WILLIAM RENSHAW & Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their detts or claims, to John Philip 
Garnett and James Sidebottam, c.o. David Smith, Garnett & Qo, 61, Brown st, Man- 
chester Grundy & Co, Manchester, solors to liquidator. 


Lrtp.—Petn for winaing up, presented 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, July 16, 
JOINT B8BTOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 1m Omanoser, 


AR DEAN (1910), Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, directed to be heard 
July 30 Maples, Teesdale & Co, 6, Frederick's pl, Old Jewry, agents for Oppeuheim & 
Son, Liverpool, solots for the peturs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than 6 v’cluck in the af.ernoun of July 29. 

JOHN NORTHWOOD, LTD.—Pet. for winding up, presented July 2, directed to be heard at 
the Court House, Corporation st, Birmingham, on July 25 at 10.20 Duggaa & Elton, 
43, Cannon st, Birmingham, solors fur the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above named not later than 6 o'clock iu the afternoon of July 24 

Mount LYELL Comstock Copper Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 7, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
— — Sack, 49-61, Eastcheap. Kekewich & Co, solors to the liquidator, 2, 
Sull > n. 

Prioky EXCHANGE, LrD.—Petn for winding up, presented July 11, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Birmingham, July 25. Tree & Co, 6, Broad st pl, solors 
for the petnra. Nwutice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of July 24. 

Woop MILEs & Co. (190¥) Lrp.—Creditors ate required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius 
Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Fatpay, July 6, 
BURTON DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, Lp, 
RUBBER EXPLORATION Co, Ltp. 
ANDES CorpPER MINING AND EXPLORATION Co, LtD, 
UNDERWOOD & BAILEY, LTD, 
BEETON & Co, Lrp, 





PuriroL CompouNpDs, LTD. 

HARDWARE TRADE JOURNAL, LTD. 

BRITISH STANDARD Propoce Co, Ltv. 

Frasers, Lrp (Reconstruction). 

ScoTGaTE ASH STONE Co, LTD., 

Pgeproso SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SANJEB RD PuBLIcITY Co, LTD. 

HIGHLAND (Kooreyvay B.C.) Mrinina Co, Lip. 

HARDING & Stusss, LTD. 

Cross’ FrreprRoor Partitions, Lrp, 

ABERLASH TINPLATE CO, LTD. 

M Turner & Co, Lrp. 

M. SerTon, Ltp. 

ANGLO-INDIAN METALLIC BOILER VARNISH Co, LTD. 

ABBEY Press, Lrp. 

SANITARY CoLoURED Woop Dust Co, LTD, 

A. J. St1nn & Co. Lip. 

Victor A. Smita & Co, Lrp. 

MITCHAM AND DIS¢RICT SMALL-HOLDERS' CO-OPERATIVE Society, LTD. 
London Gazette—TuESDAY, July 9. 


WILLIAM Howes & Co, LTD. 
SAUNDERS THEATRES, LTD. 
CONSOLIDATED COPRA CORPORATION, LTD. 
PIROCAUA SYNDICATE, LTD. 
FORMAN Moron Co, LTD. 
Cox's, LTD. 
ROLLED WELDLESS CHAIN Co, LTD. 
CHAPMAN, FLETCHER & Cawoop Lrp. (Amalgamation). 
West Corrinewoop CoaAL Co, Lrp. 
EAST YORKSHIRE AND CXOSSKILLS’ CART AND WaGON Co, LTD. 
CANADIAN GRAPAICE PROVING SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Stax LEATHER Co, LTD. 
NEAR EAST PRESS, LTD. 
J. Kine, Lrp. 
FRANK Hurst, LTD. 
AUSrRO-HUNGARIAN CEMENT Co, LTD. 
H. Burton, LrD. 
H. Kay & Co, LTp. 
INTERNATIONAL CATERERS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ANGLO-INDIAN CIGARETTE Co, LD. ° 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 12. 
COLLINGWOOD SOCIAL AND RECREATION CLUB AND INSTITUTE, LTD. 
WHITEWATER MINEs, LTD. 
PERFECTOPHONE, Lrp. 
A\GLO-MEXICAN S¥yNDICATE LTD, 
8. Davis NICHOLLS, LTb. 
VAUDEVILLE AGENCY, LTD. 
F. BERGER & SON, LTD. : 
MYSORE REEFS (1905) AND EXPLORERS, LTD. (Reconstraction). 
KELLAWAY AND BURRIDGE, LTD. 
TUNBRIDGE WEL'.S CorrFEE Hovusk Co, Lp. 
ASTON sS1J0U THEATRE, LTD. 
FRENOH | HEATRE SOCIETY, LTD. 
ACADIA SYNDICATE, Ltp. 
CEYLON Co oF PRARG FisHERS, LTD. 
NEWHEY HUMANE SICK AND BURIAL SOCIBTY, 
DAVID SmirH & Co, LTD. (Recunstruction). 
SOUTH-WEsT LONDON TRADESMEN’S PROVIDENT Socrety, LTp. 
A. Grunpy & Co, LTD. 
METROPOLITAN FARE REGISTER CO, LTD. (Reconstruction). 
tr. K. BeLuis TURTLE Co, LTD. 
H. G, Norton & Co. Lrp. 
PROGRESS STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
ALRESFORD Gas Co. (Reconstruction). 
Loppos Dreger LEADS (VicToRIa) Lrp. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 16. 


OpEN AtR CINEMA Co, LTD. 
BLOMFIELD SYNDICATE, LTD. 
M. Astor, LTb. 

CHARLES W. ALISON, LTD. 
NEWSPAPERS, LTD. 

FRANK H. HoLtmE3 & Co, LTD, 
PNEULASTIC TYRES, LTD. 

W. T. Keyr & Co, Lrp. 

NEW AMHERST SYNDICATE, LTD. 
LEONARDO SYNDICATE, LTD. 
KASUTO GOLD MINING Co, LTD. 
MIDLANDS CEMENT (0, LTD. 
PRELLER'S LEATHER CO, LTD. 
OxIon GyMNaSIUM Co, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day ov Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, July 12. 


Taomas, Henry, Marchmont st, Branswick sq, Baker Aug 20 Sutton, Carden & Oo 
(Ltd) v Thomas, Joyce and Eve, JJ_ Canaler, Bream’s bldgs, Chancery In 


Woopwarp, Watxee, York Sept 1 Kenway v Kidd, Swinfen Kady, Smith, 


Lincoln's ina fields 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ovarm. 

London Gazette.—TusgspDAY, July 9. 
Aysom, FRANCIS, Holly Park, Crouch Hill’ Sept 29 Wright & Co, Leicester 
BATES, MARY, Longsight, Manchester Augi7 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Bracu, LoETITIA ELIZABETH, Leeds Aug 17 Shephard, Dover st 
BONNER, JOHN, Grimsbury, Northampton Aug 1 Fisher, Banbury 
BooTH, SARAH ELIZABETH, Cheetham, Manchester Aug 24 J @& E Whitworth 
BoTTinG, HENRY, Guildford July 31 Capron & Sparkes, Guildford 
BRADFORD, CLARA, Wigmore st Aug4 Nabarro, Albemarle st 
BrRawny,Lypia, Bath Augl0 Stone & Co, Bath 
CANTERBURY, Mary JANS, Bath ‘ 16 Stone & Co, Bath 
CHATTOCK, SARAH ANNE, Solihull, Warwick Aug 15 Mitchell & Chattock, Birming: 

ham 

CRAWSHAW, HIRAM, Scarborough Aug 13 Scholefield & Son, Dewsbury 
DALGLEISH, THOMAS, Reading Aug 6 Ward & (Co, Gracechurch st 
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a 
DUNSTALL, JAMES, Gravesend Aug 19 Mitchell & Macartney, Gravesend MEADOWCROFT, FREDERICK, Great Towerst Augl0 Hoare, Lincoln's inn field 
Nw, GEORGE, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Grocer Aug 10 Latham & Co, Melton | MORPHEW, EDWARD STANDEN, Jermyn st, St Janes Aug3l Mead & Sons. Jermyn st 
Mowbray MUNCKTON, MARY, Westbury on Trym, nr Bristol Aug t0 Martin & Mar in, Reading 
Bamana. er, yn CHARLES, Bourne End, Bucks Aug 17 Fladgate & Co, Craig's ares, ALBEKT JOHN, Deganwy, Carnarvon, Auctioneer Aug 10 Porter & Co, 
ct, Cuaring Cross onway 
HgALD, Ropgert Joun, Kingston upon Hull Aag 31 Rol it & Co, Hull | Orway, The Rt Hon Sir ARTAUR JOHN, Eaton sq Sept 1 Lee & Pemberton, Lincoln's 
Hemus, JOHN, Shirley, Warwick, Farmer Aug 31 Mitchell & Chatiock, Birming- inn fields 
am | PAYNE, ARTHUR MALDEN, Pattishall, Northampton Augl Ray, Northampton 
Hicks, JouN, York, Auctioneer Aug 31 Turner. York PEARSON, MARY ADELINE, Arnside, Westmorland Augi2 Hall & Co, Manchester 
HILLizR, Rt Hon WILLIAM, Earl of Onslow, GCMG, Guildford Au; 19 Walker & Co, | PEARSON, ROBERT, Penrith Aug3l Cant & Fairer, Penrith 
Theobald's rd Px ICHARD, RICHARD ARTHUR, Conway Augl0 Porter & Co, Conwav 
HOLMES, GEORGE CHARLES, Fenton, Joiner July 23 Day, Stoke on Trent PRIOLEAU, CHARLES ARTHUR, Kingston Lisle, nr Wantage, Berks Aug 12 Warner & 
HUNTER, JOHN CHISHOLM, Eas: Finchley Aug 7 Gibbs & Co, Eastcheap Todd, Arundel st, Strand 
HUTCHINSON, HENRY, Cecile park, Crouch End Aug 3l Todd & Uo, Chancery In | RATE, Mary, Park rd, Twickenham Aug 1 Clements & Co, Gresham house, Old 
JoNES, RICHARD, Denbigh Augl0 Gold & Co, Denbigh | Broad st 
MANDEVILLE, The Hon. SaRaH CECILIA, Anner Castle, Clonmel, Ireland Aug 10 | RAWLINGS, REGINALD JAMES, Foxcote, nr Andover, Hants Aug 51 Ray, Margaret st, 
Hughes, Edgware rd Rezent st 
MARSHALL, CHRISTINA ELDER, Truro Aug 12 Marshall, Halifax REWCASTLE, WILLIAM, Sotheby rd, Highbury Aug 31 Arnold & Cubison, Dove ct, Old 
MATHER, MARY ANN, Gloucester A g26 Gradwell & Co, Liverpool ewry 
Maw, GRACE, Norton, nr Maiton, Yorks Aug 1 Soulby, Mal.on ROGERSON, JOHN, Liverpool Aug 12 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 
MILLER, HENRY, Sheffield Aug 9 Smith & Co, Sheffield Rose, BATEMAN LANCASTER, Cromwell rd, South Kensington Aug 15 Norton & Co, 
OLDHAM, JOHN, Hyde, Chester, Hat Manufacturer Aug 12 Hibbert, Hyde | Old Broad st 
nee, Sea St Just in Penwith, Cornwall, Butcher Augs’ J P & T St M Milton, | smear SS aan, Weybridge, Surrey Aug 17 Underwood & Co, Holles st, Caven- 
enzance | dish sq 
PALMER, CONSTANCE GABRIELLE RICHARDSON, Fountain rd, Upper Norwood Aus 15 | SMART, the Rev Davip CoLquuoun, blackfordby Vicarage, Leicester Aug 10 Smith 
astics, Lincoln's inn fie!ds } & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
PARTINGTIN, ELIZABETH, Oldham Aug 7 Robinson, Oldham | STEVENS, HENRY, Maidenhead: Aug 19 Stuchbery, Maidenhead 
PELLATT, EDMUND LAWRENCE, Desjard rd, Highgate Hill, Solicitors’ Clerk Aug 10 | TAYLOR, Sir JoHN, KCB, Surbiton hill, Surrey Aug 20 Freeman & Cooke, Abingdon st, 
Stones & Co, Finsbury cir Westminster 
Pick, THOMAS, Dunsby, Lincoln, Farmer Aug 9 Bell, Bourne, Lincs THOMAS, GRACE, Ealing Aug15 Bond, Lower James st. Golden sq 
PoTTeR, THOMAS, Penz nce, Cornwall Aug 8 J P & T St M Mil.on, Penzance TRACRY, LETITIA, Higher Broughton, -alford Aug6 March & Co, Manchester 
PoucHoT, EMILY MARION, Leizhitoa Buzzard, Licensed Victualler Aug 1 Tanqueray, | TROTTER, HENRY ROBERT ALFRED, The Drive Mansions, Fulham, Music Composer Aug 
Woburn. Beds 14 Sloper & Co, Putney hill 
PRIDAY, WILLIAM JOHN, Withington, Manchester, Coachbuilder Aug 24 J & E Whit- | WALLACE, the Rev CHARLES HILL, Clifton, Bristol Aug 31 O Donoghue & Forbes, 
werth, Manchester Bristol 
PRIESTLEY, GE RGE, Halifax, Yorks Aur 16 Wa'shaw & Son Halifax WESTON, MARY ELIZABETH, Southport Sept 1 Maw?sley & Hadfeld, Southport 
PRO°SER, CHARLOTTE, Harlington, Hounslow Aug22 Wailer & Co, Coleman st WILCOCK, JAMES, Sale, Cherter, Engineer Aug 12 Hall & Co, Manchester 
RUNDLE, ELLEN JAMES, Mylor, Corn+all Au: 4 Hancock, Teuro betaec oe HENRY THOMAS, ‘ azenove 1d, Stamford Hill Aug 10 Van Sandau & Co, 
ing st 








SCAMMELL, STEPHEN LUKE, South:ea, Hants, Furniture Dealer July 26 Cousiis & | ; 
WISE, CONSTANCE, Breakspeare rd, Brockley Aug 15 Marsden & Co, Henrietta st 


Burbid -e, Portsmouth 
SINGLE, JOHN GODFREY, Plymouth July 27 Eliott & Eliott, Plywouth 
SNOWDEN, Rosa, Hampton, Middlx Auzi2 Laytous, B dse row London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 16. 
favzon, Manone. Chelios em ions Bm oe ~ ie —— Pp BATCHELOR, EDWARD CHARLES NEWMAN, Margite Aug 23 Hills & Shea, Margate 
TAYLOR, MARY JAN Bi th A 10 ‘Ss Ta: “Beth 2 rep BERRINGTON, CHARLES, Bedford Sept 1 Porter, Bedfuid 
TAYLOR, mane We ‘dt . E pny Gr rag’ C Victori BO. GER, BERTHA, Guildford July 31 Smallpiece & Co, Guildford é 
USHER, W . ord, Esiex Aug3i Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st Borro, WILLIAM, Jarrow, Dursam, Lodginglouse Keeper Aug 26 Newlands & New- 

Shamed one Parker st, Kingsway, Publican Aug 20 North, Birkbeck lands, Jarrow on Tyne 

c mm ; : 

3 ’ rom . BROGIEN ERT, St Hele: s, Lancs Aug 15 Davies, St Helens 
van ny pe East Cowes, I of W, Timber Merchant Aug 17 Damant & Onapwiok, hueo i AVESTS Sion ten Oy Godfree & God'ree Brighton 
e , } N, g , 0 
¥. . -_ ” —_" CH 2E, JOHN STRACHAN, Ke gate, CLemist Aug z R«gers & Birkett, Liverpool 
Wasranen, — Ersxust, Bracknell, Berks Aug 17 Munby, Crosby bligs, | Cpank’ RoBERT BENJAMIN, Northumberland av Aug19 Batcxelor & Batchewr, Church 
WILSON, MARIA, Wednesbury, Staffs July 17 Jones, Wednesbury nome oe areeawich , , 
aT . : “ . < P CooK, JAMES, Wes.on super Mare Aug 10 Lovibond & Co, Bri !gwater 
WINbsor, THOMAS HENRY, Manchester Aug 31 Leak & Pratt, Manchester CAAWLEY, MARY OUISA, Weedon, Northampton Aug 20 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
London Gazette.— FRIDAY, July 12. one, See GEORGINA SULTANA, Wexford July 6 Roke & Rooke, Kildore st 
in 
Smith, Berwick upon Tweed 


ADAMS, Emma, Bradford Auz6 Jeffery, Bradford FERGUSON, MARGARET, Berwick upon Tweed Aug 11 
BAINBRII GE, MARY SOFTLEY, Hexham, Northumberland Aug 31 Ingledew & Fenwick, | FLINT, Samu EL, Mariow on Thames Aug 17 Rutland & Taylor, Marlow on Thames 
Newcastle upor Tyne : Fo: HERGILL, JOSEPH. Sessay, nv Thirsk, Farmer Aug 10 Newbald & C>, Thrsk 
BAYLEY, JOHN ALEXANDER, Bournemouth Aug 15 Guilla:me & Sons, Salisbury sq GIDLEY, KARTHOLOMEW, Plymouth Aug 12 Shelly & Johne, Plymouth 
BLAKE, ALFRED JAMES, Red and. Bristol Aug 15 Coates, Bristol HAMER, ELIZ‘ BETH, Winwick, Lanes Sept 9 Woodcock & Sons, Ha lingden, Lane s 
BLUNDELL, Maj-Gen KICHARD BLUNDELL HOLLINSHEAD, Lennox gdns Aug 12 Lote & | HarTLKY, JAMES, Elland, Yorks, Stonemas n Augi9 Ayrton, ju», Brighvuse 
AMR EY ped ae te a ee Seeaee, ANNIE, Shrewsbury Aug 10 Ravste ® Morris, poner ey tert Co. B 
’ ’ & 2 ODGSON, } i tt ANNE, Sloane .8, 5 3 g . y UO, Essex 
——— FREDERICK WILLIAM, St James’ pl Aug 19 Wadeson & Mali.son Devon- m - CARRERE AUER, Sane Gr aes, OS See erties 
sh're sq IGGULDEN, SARAH, Leeds Augi12 Howlett, Maidstone 
BROWNSILL, EMILY HENRIETTA, Oxford Aug 23 Hazel & Baines, Oxfurd LOKING, JOSEPH HOLLAND, Park In Aug 17 Ste, he.son & C», Lombard st 
BURNELL, MARY, Liscird, Chester Aug12 Toulmin & Co, Liverp.o! "i MASssk&y, THOMAS, Sha ow Moss, nr Cheadle,Chester Aug v4 Nichoils & Co, Altrincham 
CANHAM, RopERT, Whetstone, Middlx, Decorator Aug 12 Crook & Co, King st | Means HENRY AUGUSTUS, Upper Richmond rd, Putney Aug 3 Coode & Co, Bedior 


Cheapside row 
CARRU HERS, FRANCES, Ilkley, Yorks Aug 15 Hall & Co, Lanca.ter MILLER, JOHN JAMES, Liverpool Sept 30 Batesors & Co, Liverpool 
Ottoway, St Albans 


COLLARD, AMBROSE, Wingham, nr Canterbury Aug 23 Aylwin, Finsbury sq NICOLSON, JAMES ALEXANDER, St Aibans, Herts A: 
semen, JAMES Lawson, Kamsey, I of M Aug 31 Jones & Rees, Liverpool _ | NorRIs, Joa», Bishop's Stortford, Herts Aug 12 Gee & Sons, tish p's Stortford 
ae Theale, Berks, Cattle Lealer Aug 10 Martin & Martin, | OapEN, SARAH, Ashton under Lyne Avg 17 Barlow, Manchester 
PENRHYN, iiight Hon MARIA LOUISA DOWAGER BaRuNeESsSs, Haus pl Augl4 Williams 
—_ ELLEN SopuHiA, Burton upon Trent Aug 12 Talbot & Co, Burton on Trent & any Norfolk House, Thame; fmbankment ’ . 
= ) hogs > ne HEROD, Manchester, Lozenge Manufacturer Aug 14 Lambert & | RuEINISCH, JULIUS, Bishopsgat~, Hairdresser Aug 31 Bramall & White, Leadenhall st 
mith, Manchester Rox, EpGak, Fiamsden, Suff }k, Farmer Augil5 Welton, Woodbridge 


GILMOOR, | OUGLAS GRAHAM, Bookham, Surrey, Aviator Aug 24 Light & = scort, THOMAS, Woodstock rd, Poplar Aug 19 Mars’, Fen ct, Feachurch st 
| 


Cavendish sq 





Laurence Pountney hill SMITH, JAMES Portsmouth, Builder Aug 12 Bolitbo, Portsca 

HARRIS, SOLOMON, Watney st, St George's in the East, Fire Salvage Buyer Aug 14 | Staca, rrr 4 Shreffield Sept 1 Clegg Sheifleld * 
a Myers & Son. Wormwood st STEVENSON, JOHN, Wallingford, berks, Solicitor Aug 20 Deacon & Co, Great St 

EYWOR1H, ELIZABETH, Southport Aug 31 Hadfield & Co, Manchester Helen's 
. ‘ste Holme Cultram, Cumberland, Farmer July 17 Rigg & Strong, | SwInBURNE, MARK WILLIAM, Newcastle upon Tyne, Engineer Sept 2 Fybus & Sons, 

Newcastle n Tyne 

ponust, EsTHER DORNEORD, Fitzwilliam: sq, Dublin _Aug9 Robins & Co, Strand Pavuin Gotten beleaee July 31 Cox & Son, Cannon st 
eg et ELIZABETH, Oxto d Aug23 Hazel & Baines, Oxford THOMPSON, JoskPH JOHN, Eccles, Lanes, Egg Merchant Auz30 Lee & Co, Manchester 
aes T, GEORGE TEEBAY, Preston Aug 15 Cockshutt, Preston | HOMSON, WILLIAM, Liverpvol Avg3l Batesons & Co, Liverpool 

UNT, Louisa, Idlecombe rd, Streatham July 31 Humphreys & Co, Cranbourn st THORNS, HARKY HaRcouRT, Norwich Augil6 Goodchill, Norwich 
menoeans, Laas WILLIAM SAMUEL, Weat Ferry rd, Millwall Aug 21 Allen & Son, | TuRNER, SARAH Blackpool’ Aug 16 Read, Blackpool 

os TYLER, BEBECOA, Alderley Edge, Chester Sept 6 Corbett & Co, Manchester 

oe WILLIAM, Gough st, Poplar, Licensed Victualler Aug 21 Burton & Son, | Watson, uss, Leeds" Jaly ve" Tempest, Leeds , 
Lac Sp yt hin ; , : piss tdi Woop, WIL. IAM NEWELL, Cheetham, Manchester Aug18 Farcingt m, Manchester 
ine bahras n — 8,nr Keighley, Yorks Aug 23 Waterworth & fon, Keighley WOODALL, SAMUEL, Timperley, Chester, Grocer. Aug 24 Nichols & Co, Altrincham 
pe , Twytord, Berss Octl Poynton, Bristol WooLLacoTT, MARY, Plymouth Aug 20 Munday, Plymouth 

ASON, EDWIN, Hayfield, Derby, Lonmonger July 27 Pollitt, New Mills, nr Stockport | WooLLAcoTT, THOMAS, Plymouth Aug 20 Munday, Plymouth 


. BUCKINGHAM, EMMA ELIZABETH, Sheringham, Noriolk | O'ROURKE, MICHAEL, Bury, Lancs, Grocer Bolton Pet 
ankruptcy Notices Norwich Pet July 6 Ord July 5 July 2’ Ord July'2 
° Daw, —- Le = n, Devon, Farmer Ply- oa ~~~ WILLIAM, and ARTHUR BALSHAW, Leigh 
wr 1 mou ‘et July uly 5 ncs, Joiner Bolton Pet July4 Ord July 4 
London Gazette —Toxsvay, July 9. DAWSON, MICHAEL JOSEPH, Tooley st, Butter Importer | PoTTER, JOHN WILLIAM, Leeds,Grocer Leeds Pet July 
ADJUDICATIONS. we Cone, Pot Jane 12 Ord July 5 8 Ord July 3 
. N, OSCAR EMIEL, Westhor t, Putney, Commercial | POWELL, JOHN, Swansea Swansea Pet June 19 Ord 
eg lee hang rs sy mans, / ‘traveller Wandsworth Pet July 5 Ord July | "yg . July 4 . mn 
July 5 ’ ig urt Pet July 5 Ord tae eee gn nt yt Ashton under Hill, | RAMSAY, Rospert, Whitley Bay, Reauhetont, 
- s jloucester orcester Pet July 4 Ord July 4 Tobacconist Newcastle upon Tyne Pet J 22 0 
“<3 High Or ee es Vestminster, Fish- | Gray, JOHN, Great Grimsby, Saw Mill Proprietor Great | July cater ates Rega cs be 
ARTHUR ARNOLD, Rin A H a Grimaby Pet June 29 Ord July 5 ReESs, WILLIAM, Manchester, Chemist's Assistant Bristol 
Practitioner Salisbury Pet July ‘Ord July 5 | VARYEX, HARRY RAYNOR, Great Grimsby, Yeast Mor | Pot May 24 Ord July 6. 
BELUNGHAN, JOHN, Sittingbourne, Kent, Oilman tet | MIDDLETOS, JosmPH, Stookport, Chossire Fish ‘Merchant — ee St Sees Seager Sanh We 
i Ag Stockport Pet May 2% Ord July 4° Se. Sees eS 
Bumos, Paras, Handeworth, Lg) Draper Bir- NICHOLSON, JAMES, Cleadon, erben, Agent Newcast'e = yy R = pl, Hampstead High 
es as upon Tyne Pet July5 Ord July 5 Jourt Pet Mar 16 Ord July 4 
as, JOSIAH, Stockport, Cheshire, Builder Stockport | NORMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Bournemouth, Oil and Colour | SIMPSON, CHAKLES ALEXANDER Cornwall ré, Lambeth, 


Pet June5 Ord July 4 Merchant Poole Fet July 4 Ord July 4 | Publican HighCourt Pet Dec 21 Ord July 6 
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Soper, JOHN SAMUEL, Devonport, Labourer Plymouth | 
Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

SPACEY, FRANCIS, Moreton Pinkyey, Northampton, Farmer | 
Banbury Pet June 19 Urd July 6 | 

STRONG, GEORGE NICHOLAS, Siltram cres, Shirland rd, 
Pad lin:ton School Teacher High Court Pet July 
6 Ord July 6 

TOWNSEND, WILLIAM, Bow, Devonshire, Farmer Exeter 
Pet July 2 «rd July 2 

TvuckeTtT, EMMA ISABEL, Taunton, Music Teacher Taunt »n 
Pet Jaly6 Ord Jaly 6 

VENGEANT, ADOLPHE L®ovIS, Sloave st, Laiies’ Lailor 
High Court vet Jane 29 Ord July 4 

WARNER, THOMAS Heyry, Grimsby. Fish Merchant New- 
castle upon Tyne vetJuly 4 Ord July 4 

WRIGHT, WILLIAM DONALDSON, Not*tinghan, Builders 
Merchant Nottingham Pet Juneé Ord July 4 


London Gazette.—Fripay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aoyew, Ezexte., Upper Brook st High Court Pet June 
17 Ord July 9 

Aisscoves, Matrragsw Marrst, Manchester, Butcher 
Manchester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Bayxs, Evwarp Nicors, Nafferton, Yorks Kingston upon 
Hull Pet June 17 Ord July 8 

Baray, Geoacs, Exetwood, E-sex, Builder 
Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Besaxt, Hewry Ricaaap, Calne, Wilts, Greengrocer 
Swindon Pet July8 Ord July 8 

Bouiisoea, GeoroasHans Oscan, Upper Saint Martin's In, 
Boarding House Keeper High Court Pet May 17 
Ord July 9 

Baisxwoatns, Buaxcusz, Hove Brighton Pet June 20 
Ord July 9 

Cattéan, Geonoe Hexry, Willenhall, Staffs, Colliery Pro- 


Chelmsford 





prietor Wolverhamotoa Pet July 10 Ord July 19 
Cuampertars, Wicitam, High st, Stoke Newington, 
Fruiterer High Court Pet June17 Ord July 9 
Cirarke, Mavaice Artruve, Houndsditch, Wholesale 
Clothier High Court Pet June 19 Ord July 9 
Crooxs, Aww, Coundon, Durham, Grocer Darham Pet | 
Jaly 10 Ord July 10 

Dever, Wittiam, Walsall, Plumber Walsall Pet July 6 
Ord July 6 

Dusray, James C, Bulford, Wilts, Army Chaplain Salis- 
bury Pet May 2 Ord July 9 

Ecpaiper, Cuartes Heway, Ore, Hastings, Corn Merchant 
Hastings Pet Jane 28 Ord July 10 

Evans, Jous Taomas, Tumble, Carmarthen, Grocer Car- 
marthen Pet July& Ord July 8 

Fawcert, Faavorw Reotxatp, Little Smeaton, Pontefract, | 
Farmer Wakefield Pet June 26 Ord July 8 

Fiavo, Jouxy Weacey, Fritwell, Oxford, Grocer Oxford 

7 Pet July 9 Ord Jaly9 

Losexce, Wittram Bawest, Reading, Travelling Draper 

Reading Pet July 8 Ord Jaly 8 . ” | 

Gicpeat, Faayg, and Tuomas Gitnerr, Colchester Black- | 
burn Pet June 26 Ord July 1) 

Grenvox, Jouy, Chevening, Kent, Farmer Tanbridge 
Wells Pet July8 Ord July8 

Gaomert, Geonae Witttam, Osmaston, Derby, Coal Mer- 
chant Derby Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Haaren, Wavren Hawry, Penn, or Wolverhampton, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet June 27 Ord July lu 

Hartcey, Cuagces, Great Yirmouth, Baker Great Yar- 
mouth Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Hisoock, Haray, Portsmouth, Hardware Merchant Ports- 
mouth Pet July 6 Ord Juayé 

Hockiy, Heasert Eowix, Matlock Bath, Jeweller Derby 
Pet June 29 Ord July 10 

Kemp, Janez, Hildereham, Cambs, Miller Cambridge 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Lawannoe, Farpenick Eavest, and Eowtw Caanurs 
Lawrence, Fleet rd, Hampstead, Butchers High 
Court Pet July 10 Ord Ju'y 10 

Lewis, Sanan, Brynmawr, Brecknock Tredegar Pet 

p June - Ord July 8 

ATensoy, James, Kennington Park rd High Cour 

Mar 28 Ord July to Ainge 

Parrensow, Lictias, Washington Station, Durham, Draper 

ee i ag Rnd mag tn 9 Ord July 9 
ST, Heaneat, Thornbury, Devon, Gr re 
Pet July8 Ord Jnly 8 a — 

Paoc ror, Wituram =Baerierr, Church st, Marylebone, 
Boaiding House Keeper High Court Pet June 13 
Ord July 10 





Rrogarps, Jouy, Crwbin, Liangendeirne, Carpenter Car- 
marthen Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Roseats, Joay WiuiAw, Peterborougb, Auctioneer Peter- 
borough Pet July9 Ord July9 

Sarpway, Geoaas, birminghae, Builder 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Siow, Iseanc. Leeds, Tailor’s Presser Leeds Pet July 9 
Ord July 9 

Simsox, Samuet Barker, Coli Norton, Essex Chelmsford 
Pet Jaiy 10 Ord July 10 


Birmingham 


Surra, Caaates Eowaan, Hereford, Stitioner Hereford 


Pet June 23 Ord July 10 

Srevens, Geoxroe Wicitam, Windsor, Grocer Windsor 
Pet July 10 Ord July lo 

Sryces, Miupaep Crasza, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet 
July6 Ord July 6 

Sroxs, Georat Heantar, Stroud Green rd, Finsbairy 
Park, Batchsr High Court Pst July 10 wri July 10 

Taomesox, James, Great Horton, Bradford, Miaeral 
ae Manufactucer Bradford Pet July 9 Ord 

aly 9 

Wacker, Jouy, Bradford, Traveller, Bradford Pet June 
25 Ord July 10 

Wateroxp, F A, Piccadilly High Court Pet April 19 
Ord July 4 

Warp, Taomas Newstp, Sheffield, Picture Framer 
Shefficld PetJuly 10 Ord July 10 

Warktns, Morcay, Tonypandy, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Jaly8 Ord July 8 

Woop, Eayesr, Short Heath, nr Wolverhampton, Farmer 
Wolverhampton Pet July 6 Ord July 6 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 5. 
Davies, Tuomas, Pontypridd, Printer’s Manager Ponty- 
pridd PetJuly1 Ord July 1 
Amended Notice substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette of July 9. 


| Rywer. Jacon, and Morrars Arosovicn, Manchester, 


Upholsterers Manchester PetJuoe17 Ord July 5 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aasew, Ezexter, Upper Brook st, W July 23 at 11 
Binkruptey b'dga, Carey st 
Beace, Agtrave Arvyotv, Ringwood, Hants, Medical 


Practitioner July 20 at 12.30 Of Reo, City chmbrs, | 


Catherine st, Saliebary 


Bevwveuam, Jonny, Sittingbourne, Kent, Oilman July 22 


at4 115, High st, Rochester 


Besaxt, Henay Ricnarp, Calne, Wilts, Greengrocer July 


22 at 12 Off Ree, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
Boutisees, Gaonce Hays Oscar, Upper Saint Martin's 


In, Boarding House Keeper July 2sati1 Bankruptcy 


bidge, Carey st 

Barnxwoats, Buaxcar, Hove July 22 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
12a, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

Cackerr, Farpeaice Wiuttam, Seven Kings, Essex, Cycle 
Dealer July 22 at 12 Off Rec, Bedford row 

Caamepeeatars, Witttam, High st, Store Newington, 
F.uiterer July 22 at 11 Bankraptcy bldgs. Carey st 


| Cuaake, Mavaice, Artave, Houndsdith, Wholesale 


Clothier July 22 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Davies, Syowgy, Neyland, Pembroke, Fish Salesman July 
Wat 12.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Daw, Josena, Collaton, Paignton, Devon, Farmer July 23 
at3.15 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

DeAx, Antuvr, Barasley, Outfitter July 22at 10.30 Of 
Rec, 9, Regent st, Barasley 

Deoev, Oscar Emtec, Westhorpe st, Putney, Commercial 
Traveller July 22 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

Devey, Wittram, Walsall, Plumber July 23 at 12 Off 
Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

Evpripes, Caartes Henay, Ure, Hastings, Corn Merchant 
July 22 at 11 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Faots, Hymas and Haxry Karzrs, Liverpool, Linen Drapers 
Jaly 23 at12 Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, 
Liverpool ' 

Fawcett, Faaxcts Reotwacp, Little Smeaton, Pontefract, 
> paa July 23 at 11 Off Rec, zi, King st, Wake- 

eld 


Gaexpox, Joux, Cheveaing, Kent, Farmer July 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brightoa 

Haavey, Haany Rarwor, Great Grimsby, Yeast Merchant 
July 20 at 11 Off Kec, St Marys chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 

Hiscock, Hagay, Portsmouth, Hariware Merchant 
July 22at3 Off Rec 


Lawaenxce, Fareveatce |Eawest, and Eowrs Cuantes 
Laweenocs, Fleet rd, Hampstead, Butchers July 22 at 


M F re) Ni aka W, Draper 
aAcFaRtass, , Newport, I o' A July 22 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st . 
Oxuey, Hewey Hacurieco, Uxbridge rd, Hanwell, Con. 
sulting Eagineer July 22 at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford 
| row 
| Paresow, James, Kennington Parkrd July 2atll Bank- 
ruptty bldgs, Carey st 
Pratt, Taomas Wittram, and Argtrave Bausaaw, Leigh, 
Lines, Joiners July 23 at 11 Of Roc, 19, Exchange 
st, Bolton 
Powe.t, Joay, Swansea July Watill Off Rec, Govern- 
ment bidgs, 8: Mary’s st, Swansea 
Paoctses, Witttam Baarcetr, Church st, Marylebone, 
Boarding Houss Keeper July 2tat1 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
Rivetr, Wiurtam Ezea, Lowestoft, Draper July 22 at 
12.45 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Simon, Iseagt, Leed«, Tailor's Presser July 22 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Soper, Joux Samvust, Davonport, Labourer July 23 at 
3 7, Buckland ter, Piymouth 
| Spacty, Frances, Moreton Pinkney, Northampton, 
Farmer Jaly:20 ot 12 1, St. Alda’ Oxford 
Stites, Mitpaep Crara, Cheltenham uly 20 at 3.15 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Strong, Geoace Hegsear, Stroud Green rd, Fiasbury Park, 
Butcher July 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Sraoxe, Georcs Nicnoxass, Saltram cres, Shirland rd, 
} Paddington, School Teacher July 24 at 11 . 
| ruptey bldga, Carey st 
Tuompsoy, James, Great Horton, Bradford, Mineral 
| Water Manufacturer July 20 at 10.30 Off Ree, 
| 12, Duke st, Bradford 
| Warxer, Jony, Frizinghall, Bradford, Traveller July 20 
at ll Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Watrowp, F A, Piccadilly July 24 at 11.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
| Warxins, Moraay, Tonypandy, Collier July 20 at 11 
} Off Rec, St Catherine’s chm>ra, St Catherine st, 





Pontypridd 
| Wairmayx, Georce Mantty, Aspley Guise, Bedford, House 
Agent July 22 at 12.30 Off Roc, The Parade, North: 


ampton 
Woop, Gosnce, Short Heath, nr Wolverham»ton, Farmer 
July 23. at 12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhamptvn 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ABBOTT, WILLIAM WALTER, High rd, Wood Green 
Edmonton Pet June 17 Ord July i0 

AINSCOUGH, MATTHEW MARTEL, Manchester, Butcher 
Manchester Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Beery, GEORGE Eastwood, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Jaly 9 Ord July 9 

BESANT, HENRY RICHARD, Calne, Wilts, Greengrocer 
Swindon Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

CALLEAR, GEORGE Henry, Willenhall, Colliery Proprietor 
Wolverhampton Pet July 10 Ord Jaly 10 

CATER, WILLIAM DE WILDE, Ryder st, St James’, Military 
Outfitter High Court Pet Junell Ord July 9 

CRooKS, ANN, Coundon, Durham Durham Pet July 10 
Ord July 10 

Devey, WILLIAM, Walsall, Plumber Walsall Pet July 6 
Ord July 6 

EVANS, JoaN THOMAS, Tamble,Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
July8 Ord Jaly 8 

FLORANCE, WILLIAM Ernest, Reading, Tcavelling Draper 
Reiding Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

GRENDON, JOHN, Chevening, Kent, Farmer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet July8 Ord July8 

Gromert, GEORGE WILLIAM, Osmaston, Derby, Coal 
Merchant Derby Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Hiscock, Harry, Portsmouth, Hardware Merchant 
Portsmouth Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Hopes, NoRMAN DovuGLas, Portsmouth Portsmouth 
Pet June 27 Ord July 6 

Kemp, JAnez, Hillersham, Cambs, Miller and Baker 
Cambridge Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

PATTERSON, LILLIAN, Washin:ton Station, Durham 
Draper Newcastle upon Tyue Pet July 9 Ord 
July 10 

Parest, H &RBERT, Thornbury, Devon, Grocer Barnstaple 
Pet July8 Ord Ju'y 8 

RICHARDS, JoHY, Crwbin, Llangendeirne, Carpenter Car- 

| marthen PetJuly 10 Ord July 10 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


ESTABLISHED in 1880. 


FUND, LIMITED, 


OORGATE 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under 


the direction and supervision of the Corporation 


Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent o 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


#pplication. 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FORK PROSPECTUS, 
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LAW 


FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
a Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Personal Accident and Disease. Burglary. 


Domestic Servants. 


Fire. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


Workmen's Compensation, inciuding 


Third Party. Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
PLUMPTRE somes, J.P., Chatrmon (formerly of Johneon, Raymend-Parker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 


CHARLES 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esgq., D.L., J 
GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
H. D. BE . i (bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 
F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, zon, ( te & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 
wrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. 
WES, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 
0 a, ot E. Carleton Holmes, Son,& Fell), Bedford Row. 
ooeee we Een , Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 


( 
. LEE, — Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
DILLON R, L. LOW. " 
F ORGAN, Esq 


;, (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 
REDERICK STUART M . (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 








Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk Hovse, Thames Embankment. 


oe RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Pattereon & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 
est minster. 

WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 

RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 

THOMAS RAWLE. Eeq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Co,), Lincoln's Inn. y 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R, W. TWEFDIE, Feq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq, (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 


E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 





ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C, WHITE. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


his Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, 


T $s 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICi10RS, 10 WHOM IT 1S ABLE 10 OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


It enjoys the highest reputation ior prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


business on the most favourable terms. 


Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 


offered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


INVITES 


Prospectuses and Proposal 








ROBERTS, JOHN WILLIAM, Peterborough, ‘Auctioneer | GREEN, ERIC HUBERT, Elgin mans, Maida Vale, Sales:na9, 


Peterborough Pet July 9 Ord July 9 


SHIPWAY, GEORGE, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham | 


Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Sn, IsRaRL, Leeds, Tailor 
Ord July 9 

SIMSON, SAMUEL BARKER, Cold Norton, Es ex Chelmsford 
Pet July lv Ord July 10 

STEVENS, GEORGE WILLIAM, Windsor, Grocer Wi.dsor 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

STILES, MILDRED CLARA, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 

THOMPSON, JAMES, Great Morton, Bradford, Mineral 
fans Manufacturer Bradford Pet July 9 Ord 

uly 

WARD, THOMAS NEWBOLD, Sheffield, Picture Framer 
sheffield Pet July 10 Ord July lu 

WATKINS, MORGAN, Tonypandy, Collizr Pontypridi Pet 
July8 Ord July 8 

Woop, ERNEST, Short Heath, nr Wolverhampton, Farmer 
Wolverhampton Fet July 6 Ord July 8 


Wyatt, JOHN HENRY SHATTOCK, Gillingham, Kent, Naval | 


F Pet April13 Ord July 8 
YEARSLEY, JOHN THOMAS, Northwich. Marine Sto.e Dealer 
Nantwich Pet July4 Ord July 8 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 28, 1007 : 
Woop, RoDERICK WETHERALL, Sussex sq, Hyde Park High 
Court Pet Mar2 Ord May 23, 1907 





London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BENNISON, WILLIAM HENRY, Liverpool, Paint Manufac- 
turer Liverpool Pet July3 Ord July 11 

BOND, FREDERICK JAMES, Yeovil, Farmer Yeovil Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 

BROALBENT, WILLIAM, Bardsley, Ashton under Lyne, 
ma Agent Ashton under Lyne Pet June 28 Ord 
uly 12 

moaseuns, Kate, Retford Lincoln Pet July 11 Ord 
uly 11 

BRADBURNE, HENRY, Muckley Corner, nr Lichfield 
Farmer Walsall Pet July 11 Ord July 11 


Coxg, ERNEST GEORGE, Storrington, Sussex, Grocer | 


Brighton PetJuly 12 Ord July 12 

CucksoN, THOMAS JOHN, Great Grimsby, Commission 
Agent Great Grimsoy Pet July 18 Ord July 13 

Durt, AMOR NaTH, Derby, Music Hail Artiste Derby 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

FARRANTS, AKTHUR JAMES, *t ‘James’ rd, Bermondsey, 
Public House Manager High Court Pet July 13 


s Presser Leeds Pet July 9 | 


. July 18 | 
Fawcett, Frank, Rochester-ter, West Norwood High 


Pet June 18 Ord July 12 
GRay, JOHN E., Hucclecote, 
Pet June 27 Ord June 13 


' 


| Brentford Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Haprys, THomas, East Ham, Hairdresser High Court 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
HOLpcROFT, ELLEN, Hanley, Confectioner Hanley Pet 
June 27 Ord July 11 
KIRK, (HARLES, Kingston upon Hull Kingston upon 
Hull Pet June 28 Ord July 12 
LAVEY, EXNEST HEREFORD, Upper Saint Martin's In, 
Motor Car Salesman High Court ret June 8 Ord 
Jaly 10 
LONGBOTTOM, SAMUEL PRIFSTLEY, She‘ield, Accountant 
Sheffield Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
MILLER, OKLANDO EDGAR, Isleworth, Middix Brentford 
Pet May 9 Ord July 5 
MITC@ELL, ERNEST HARRY, Bournheath, Bromsgrove, 
Farmer Worcester Pet July11 Ord July il 
MORRIS, LEVI, Blackpool, Tailor Preston Pet June 27 
Ord July 10 
NORTH, FRED, Great Grimsby, Timber Importer Great 
Grimsby Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
PARROTT, JOHN, Banham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet 
July 13 Ord July 18 
PEACOCK, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Provision 
Dealer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet July 15 Ord 
} July 15 
REDFORD, WILLIS KNIGHT, Manchester, Keeper of a Drug 
Store Manchester Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
REGAN, JOHN, Oodine rd, East Dulwich High Court Pet 
Jan 19 Ord July 12 
ROBINSON, JO:EPH, Hale, Chester, Builder 
Pet June 25 Ord July 11 
SARGEANT, WALTER FERMOR, New Cross rd High Court 
Pet Jan 19 Ord July 12 
SHAND, EpGar, E st Dulwich rd Pet Jan 
19 Ord July 12 
SHELTON, ALFRED, Radford, Nottingham 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
SHERWOOD, WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Bu‘cher’s Manager 
Middiesbr.ugh Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
| Simpson, JoHN; Nuneaton, Builder Coventry Pet July 
138 Ord July 13 
STYGALL, M ERNEST, Craven st, Strand, Joinery Manufac 
| turer High Court Pet June 19 Ord July 11 
| TUCKER, HERBERT, Portsmouth, Merciant Purtsmouth 
Pet July8 Ord July 11 
WARE, GEORGE >TEPHEN, Barnstaple, Physician Barn- 
staple Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
WARNES, WILLIAM HENRY, Thuriton, Norfolk, Vermin 
Killer Great Yarmouth Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
WEST, FREDERICK, Kingston upon Hull, Joiur Kingston 
upon Hull Pet July 13 “rd July ls 
WORRALL, JOHN JEFFERSON, Herne sill High Court 
tet May 8 Ord July 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Manches‘er 


High Court 
Ncttingham 


. Glos, Publican Gloucester AINSCOUGH, MATTHEW MARTELL, Manchester, Butcher 
J 


uly 25 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 





BANKS, EDWARD NICHOLS, Inglenook, Nafferton, York , 
July 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Yor« City Bank chmbrsg 
Lowgate, Hull 

BENNISON, WILLIAM HENRY, Liverpool, Paint Manufac- 
turer July 24at1i Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, 
Dale st, Liverpool 

BRADBURNE, HENRY, Muckley Corner, nr Lichfield, Farmer 
Ju'y 26ati2 Olf Rec. 30, Lichfieldst, Wolverhampton 

BUCKINGHAM, EMMA ELIZABETH. Sheringham, Norfolk 
Jaly 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

CALLEAR, GEKORGE HENRY, Willenhall, Staffs Colliery 
Proprietor July 24 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, 
Wo'iverhampton 

CoxE, ERNEST GEORGE, Storrington, Susser, Grocer July 
24 wt 11.30 Of Rec, 124, Marlborough place, Brish- 
ton 

Dumpny, James C, Buford, Wi'ts, Army Chaplain July 
24 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

Dutt, AMOR NATH, Derby, Music Hall Artiste Joly 24 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 5, Victoria bldgs, London rd, Derby 

EVANS, JOHN THOMAS, Tumble, Carmarthen, Grocer July 
2tati2 Off Rec, 4Queen st, Carmarthen 

FARRANTS, AntHUR JAMES, St James rd, Bermondsey, 
Pubic House Manager July 26 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

FAWCETT, FRANK, Rochester ter, West Norwood July 25 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Cirey st 

FLORANCE, WILLIAM ERNEST, Keading, Travelling 
Draper July 25 at 12 Queen's Hotel, Keading 

FoRD, ANSON ST CLAIR St CLAIR, Hythe, Kent, No 
Occupation July 24 at12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen 
st, Worcester 

GromeEtTT, GEorGE WILLIAM, Osmaston, Derby, Coal Mer- 
chant July2t at 12 Off Rec, 5, Victvria bidgs, 
London rd, Derby 

Haprys, THOMAS, Cauidfield rd, East Ham, Hairdresse 
July 26 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Varey st 

Harper, WALTeR HENky, Penn, nr Wolverhampton, 
Baker July v5 at 12 Off Ree, 30, Lichfield st, Wol- 
verhampton 

Hockin, HERDERT EDWIN, Matlock Bath, Jeweller July 
24.at12.30 Off Rec, 5, Victoria st, Londoa rd, Derby 

JACQUES, WILLIAM James, Reading, Fruiterer July 24 
at lz Off Kec, 14, Bedford row 

Jones, Ropert OWEN, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth 
Solicitor July 26 at 1.15 Queen's Hotel, Blaenau 
Festiniog 

Kirk, CHARLES. Kingston upon Hull July 26 at 11.30 
Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

LAVEY, ERNEST HEREFORD, Upper Saint Martin's In 
Motor CarSalesman July 25 at il Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

MITCHELL, ERNEST HARRY, Bromsgrove, Worcester 
Farmer July 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen 
st, Worcester 





696 


July 20, tor2. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





LALLtIAN, Washington Station, Durham 
Off Rec, 30, Mo-ley st, Newcastle upon 


PATTERSON, 
Juy 2% at il 
Tyne 

PRACOCK, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Grocer July 24 
au2 The County Court, Westgate rd, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

PRIEST, HERBERT, Thornbury, Devon, Grocer July 26 at 
8.15 Of Rec, 9. Kedford circus, Exeter 

REGAN, JOHN, Oudine rd, East Duiwich July 25 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rich \nps, JouN, Cewbin, L angendetrne, Carpenter July 
24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

RyMer, Jacos, and MORRIS ARONOYTICH, Manchester, 
Upholsterers July 24 at 3 Off Rec, Byrum st, Man 
chester 

SARGEANT, WALTER FeRMOR, New Cross rd 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SHAND, EDGAR, East Dulwich rd 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

BHERWOOD, WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Butcher's Manager 
July 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert ri, 
Middlesbroogh 

SHIPWAY, Gorges, Birringham, Builder July 24 at 11,30 
Ruskin chmbrs. 191, Corporation st, B rmingham 

STYGALL, M ERNEST, Craven st, Strand, Joinery Manu- 
facturer July 26 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Corey st 

TUCKETT, EMMA ISABEL, Taunton, Music Teather Ju'y 
24 at 3.15 3, Hawmet st, Trantor 

WARE, GEORG« STEPHEN, Rarnstaple, Physician July 30 
at4 94, High st, varnstaple 

WORRALL, JOHN JEFFERSON, Herne Hill 
Bankruptcy bi¢g:, Cary st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Hig’) Court Pet June 


July 25 at 12 


July 26 at 11 Bank- 


July 25 at 11.30 


AGNEW, EZEKIEL, Upper Brook st 
17 Ord July 13 

BENNISON, WILLIAM Henry, Liverpool, 
facturer Liverpool Pet July 3 

BOND, FREDERICK JAMES, Yeovil, Farmer 
July 12 Ord July 12 

BRADBURNE, HENRY, Muckley 
Farmer Wa'sall Pet Jaiy 11 

BROADBERY, Kats, Retfori Lincoln 
July 11 


Paint Mann 
Urd July 12 

Yeovil Pet 
Corner, 
Ord July 11 


Pet July 11 Ord 


CHAMBERLAIN, WILLIAM THOMAS, High st, Stoke Newing- 
Ord July 10 | 


Pet June 17 
ARTHUR, Houndsditch. Who esale 
Pet Junei9 Ord July 11 
Great Grimsby, 
Pet July 1s Ori July 13 
Outtitter Barusley 


ton, Fruiterer High Court 

CLARKE, MAURICE 
Clothier H gh Court 

Cuckson, THOMAS JOHN, 
Agent Great Grimsby 

DEAN, ARTHUR, Barnsley, 
18 Ord July 12 

Dutt, AMon NaAT#S, Derby, Music Hall Artiste 
Julyi2 Ori July lz 

ELDRIDGR, CHARLES HENRY, Ore, Hastings, Corn Merchant 
Hastings Pet June zs Ord July 13 

FAGIN, HYMAN, and Harry KaTzZIn, Liverpool, 
Drapers Liverpool Pet Junel2 Ord July 11 

FARRANTS, ARTHUR JAMES, St James’ rd, Kermondsey, 
Public h use Manager H gh Clurt Pet July 13 
July 13 

FAWCET®, FRANCIS FEGINALD, Little Smeaton, Ponte 
fract, Farmer Waketield Pet June 26 Ord July 10 

FERGUSSON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Lancefield s*, Padding- 
ton, Carrier High Court Pet Junell Ord July 11 

Fre.p, JOHN WESLEY. Fritwell, Oxford, Grocer Oxford 
Pet July 9 Ord July 13 

Gatton, P, Ashford, Mddix, Poultry Farmer 
Surrey Pet June? Ord July lt 

GILsoN, WALTER BRODIE, Eastchear, Company Secretary 
High Court Pet Nov 2l Ord July 12 

Gopwins, WILLIAM HENRY and AUSTIN FRANCIS GopwWIN, 
Withington, Hereford, Encaustic Tile Manufacturers 
Hereford Pet June 26 Ord July 11 

GREEN, Erntc Hunert, Elgin mans, Maida Vale, Salesman 
Brentfo'd Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Haprys, THOMAS. Caulfield rd, East Ham, Uairdreszer 
High Court Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

HATLEY, CHARLES, Great Yarmouth, Baker Great Yar 
mouth Pet Jaly9 Ord July 12 

Jonxs, WILLIAM GAMBLE, Carey House, Carey In 
Court Pet April 29 Ord July 12 

KIRK, CHARLES, Kingston upon Hull 
Hull Pet June 28 Ord July 13 

LEAPMAN, ERNEST, Westbourne gr, Jeweller Hizh Court 
Pet May 18 Ori July 10 

Lewis, SARAH, Brynmawr, Brecknock 
25 Pet July 11 


Derby 


Kingston, 


High 


Kingston upon 


Tred-g r Pet June 


nr Lichfi-ld, | 


Commission 


Pet June 


Linen | 


Ord | 


[ LoNGBOTTOM, SAMUEL PriEsTLEeY, Sheffield, Accountant 
Sheffleld PetJuly 12 Ord July 12 
| MITCHELL, ERNEST HARRY, Bromsgrove, Farmer Wor- 
cester Pet July 11 Ord July 1 
Morris, Levi, Blackpool, Tailor Preston Pet June 27 
Ord July 12 
Norta, Frep, Great Grimsby, Timber Importer Great 
Grimsby Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
PaRRoTT, JOHN, Banham. Norfolk, Farmer 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
PEACOCK, JAMES, Newcastle upon Tyne, Grocer 
castle upon Tyne Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
RyMER, JacoB, and Morris ARONOVITCH, Manchester, 
Upholsterers Manchester Pet June 17 Ord July 
1 


High 


Norwich 


New- 


1 

SADLER, ALFRED [1ENRY, Wimbledon, Dairyman 
court Pet May 10 Ord July 12 

SEWELL, ARTHUR VICTOR WILLIAM, Frithville gdns, 
Shepherds Bush, Veterinary Surgeon High Court Pet 
Mar 21 Ord July 11 

SCHAFER, FREDERICK JOHN, Mortimer rd, Priory rd High 
Court Pet D-c 19 Ord July 11 

SHELTON, ALFRED, Nottingham Nottingham Pet July 
1 Ord July 10 

SHERWOOv, WILLIAM, Middlesbrough, Butcher's Manager 
Middlesbrough Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Simpson, JOHN, Nuneaton, Builder Coventry Pet July 
13 Ord July 13 

STon#, GRORGE HERBERT, Stroud Green rd, Finsbury Park, 

| Butcher High Court Pet July 10 Ord July 11 

WALKER, JoHN, Frizinghall, Bradford, Travelier 

ford Pet June 25 Ord July Il 
| WARE, Gsonee STEPHEN, Barnstaple, Physician 

staple Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

WARNES, WILLIAM Henry, Thuriton, Norfolk, Vermin 
Killer Great Yarmouth Pet Ju'y 11 Ord Jaly 11 

WEsT, FREDERICK, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner Kingston 
upon Hull Pet July13 Ord July 10 


srad- 


Barn- 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


LEV&B SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Pet | 





Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


pee re 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, £c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET STREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 








MAPLE’S 
TURKEY 
CARPETS 


HE finest 
collection in 
the world. 4,000 
always in stock 
at the lowest 
possible prices 


Write for Quotations 


MAPLE & GO 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
LONDON 


Buenos Aires 
Smyrna 


Paris 














LIVERPOOL MORTGAGE 


INSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
6, CASTLE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 
Subsoribed Capital - £250,000 
Mortgages, Bonds, Debentures, Deposit Receipts, Loans on 


Reversions and other Securities Insured. Guarantee Fidelity. 
Acts as Executors and Trustees either solely or jointly. 





REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823. 

Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament. 
Rev: rsions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Options for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,825. 


30, Coleman St., London, E.C. 





203rd Year of the Office. The 
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Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
Heap Orrice: 


| N FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 

63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 

Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


| Sancemas, ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 

PLATE GLASS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
4. W. COUSINS, District Manager, 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, / Secretaries. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON, 

ENRY GREEN Advertisement Agent 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Proteasion 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special inserwon of all pro forma notice. 

&c., and to solicit their continued support. — — 








